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Georgia Southern
University Faculty Senate
Meeting
March 23, 2022 | 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.
Zoom Link for Non-Voting Attendees:
https://georgiasouthern.zoom.us/j/92447726513

Zoom Link for Panelists will be sent out on Tuesday, March 22, 2022

Pre-Meeting Notes:
1) Read all reports, motions, and discussions included in this agenda before the meeting.
2) Be able to access copies during the meeting. Copies will not be shown online during
meetings.
3) To allow everyone a chance to participate, and to conduct the meeting in a timely
manner, please limit yourself to two talking points per item. No talking point should
exceed two minutes.
4) Faculty Senate meetings this year will be virtual. The meeting starts promptly at 4pm,
which means everyone should be online by that time. The meeting space will be open
with IT staff available 30 minutes prior to the starting time to help with any technical
issues you may have prior to the meeting.
5) This meeting will be run as a virtual Video Webinar through Zoom with all Senators
and select administrators as Panelist.
6) Senators and invited guests must join with video with full name and college
affiliation. Video should be on when speaking.
7) As a Senator, if you cannot attend, it is your responsibility to confirm a substitution
with the Alternates from your college. The name and email address of the alternate
must be provided to the Faculty Senate Office 48 hours prior to the meeting to ensure
that they receive the appropriate link to sit on the panel and vote.
8) Alternates may vote only if they are representing another Senator.
9) Please raise your hand via the link at the bottom of the Zoom webpage to be
recognized to speak.
10) All Faculty Senate meetings are recorded.
11) All submissions to the Chat box will become part of the official minutes of the meeting.
12) Edited Minutes will be distributed.

AGENDA
4:00

I.

CALL TO ORDER

4:01

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA [Pages 1 – 2]

4:02

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES / February 23, 2022
(Kowalewski, Senate Secretary) [Pages 3 – 7]

4:03

IV.

4:10

V.

LIBRARIAN’S REPORT / March 1, 2022 (Terry, FS
Librarian) [Pages 8 – 68]
FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
REPORT
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Permanent faculty line replacements and hirings
requests by college – Additional Context Provided
(Potter) [Pages 69 – 72]
NEW BUSINESS
A. Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty
Reviews (Van Willigen) [Page 73 – 104]
B. REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
i. None
C. DISCUSSION ITEMS
i. Submission of edited Student Ratings of Instruction
(Hendrix) [Pages 105 – 116]
ii. Process for reporting budget investments
(Yarborough & Mendenhall) [Pages 117 – 118]
iii. Issues related to faculty service (Christian) [Pages
119 – 122]
D. Motions
i. Final changes to Faculty Senate Bylaws for
consistency with University Statutes (Christian)
[Pages 123 – 134]
PRESIDENT’S REPORT (Dr. Kyle Marrero)

5:25

VI.

5:40

VII.

PROVOST’S REPORT (Dr. Carl Reiber)

5:55

VIII.

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND UPDATES

6:00

IX.

ADJOURNMENT

Georgia Southern University Faculty Senate Meeting February 23,
2022, 4 to 6 p.m.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The meeting was called to order at 4PM.
The Senate approved the minutes from the January meeting.
The Faculty Development Committee proposed a new Online Teaching Award. The new award would
allow faculty who win it to be nominated to win the USG’s Board of Regent Online Teaching Award. The
measure passed unanimously.
The Senate Executive Committee proposed a bylaw change to call for two alternates from each college
to sit on the General Education and Curriculum Committee. All of the curriculum committees have two
alternates per college except GECC. The measure passed unanimously.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:33 PM.
MINUTES
Officers in Attendance: Cary Christian (CBSS, President) Trish Holt (COE, Past President,
Parliamentarian), Jennifer Kowalewski (CAH, Secretary), Robert Terry (CAH, Librarian), Bill Dawers
(CAH, President Elect)
Senators in Attendance: Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC), David Calamas (PCEC), Abid Shaikh (COSM),
Addie Martindale (CBSS), Amanda Hedrick (CAH), Annie Mendenhall (CAH), Eloise Pitt (CBSS),
Finbarr Curtis (CAH), Jay Hodgson (COSM), Jeffrey Riley (CAH), Jonathan Murphy (CAH), Joshua Kies
(WCHP), June Joyner (CAH), Justin Montemarano (COSM), Kari Mau (WCHP), Katherine Fallon
(CAH), Kendra R. Parker (CAH), Kymberly Harris (COE), Lisa Costello (CAH), Marieke Van Willigen
(CBSS), Mark Hanna (PCOB), Sheri Carey (WCHP), Wendy Wolfe (CBSS - AC), Divine Wanduku
(COSM), Chris Hanna (WCHP), Cathy MacGowan (COSM), Jessica Garner (LIB), Jim LoBue (COSM),
Omid Ardakani (PCOB), Haresh Rochani (JPHCOPH), Mike Nielson (CBSS), Nedra Cossa (COE),
Barbara Ross (COSM), Rob Yarbrough (COSM), Paula Tillman (WCHP), Nancy Remler (COE),
Kwabena Boakye (PCOB), Delores Liston (COE), Pam Mahan (WCHP), Amy Potter (COSM), Josh
Kennedy (CBSS), Raymona Lawrence (JPHCOPH), Beth Burnett (LIB), Bill Mase (JPHCOPH),
Nathaniel Shank (COSM), Nick Mangee (PCOB), Ionut Emil Iacob (COSM), Grant Gearhart (CAH),
Estelle Bester (WCHP), Yi Hu (COSM) Christine Bedore (COSM), Melissa Gayan (CAH), William
Amponsah (PCOB), Chris Kadlec (PCEC), Elizabeth “Betsy” Barrow (COE), Rami Haddad (PCEC),
Worlanyo Eric Gato (COSM), Lisa Costello (CAH), Leticia McGrath (CAH), Kathryn Haughney (COE),
Shelli Casler-Failing (COE), Solomon Smith (CAH), Susan Hendrix (WCHP)
Alternates in Attendance: Jun Liu (PCOB), Gregg Rich (WCHP), Saeed Nassah (COSM)
Senators not in Attendance: Camille Rogers (PCOB), Clint Martin (PCEC), Diana Botnaru (WCHP),
Ed Mondor (COSM), Felix Hamza-Lup (PCEC)
Participating Administrators: Kyle Marrero (President), Carl Reiber (Provost), Amy Ballagh
(AVP Enrollment Management), Cynthia Groover (Asst. Provost), Diana Cone (Vice Provost), Vickie
Shaw (Human Resources), John Lester (VP-UCM), Ron Stalnaker (VP – B&F), Scott Lingrell (VP –

EM), Shay Little (VP – SA), Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs), Jessica Schwind (Health), Dustin
Anderson (Provost Office)
Attendees: Megan Small, Amanda Konkle, Amy Smith, Ashlea Anderson, Ashley Walker Colquitt, Brad
Sturz, Brett Curry, Brenda Blackwell, Carol Jamison, Cynthia Massey, DeAnn Lewis, Delana GadjdosikNivens, Delana Bell Gatch, Donna Brooks, Errol Stewart, Hayden Wimmer, Janet Dale, Jennifer Syno,
John Kraft, Karelle Aiken, Lucas Jensen, Matthew Puliam, Melissa Joiner, Michelle Haberland,
Mohammad Davoud, Nikki DiGregorio, Olga Amarie, Pam Mahan, Patrick Novotny, Ryan Schroeder,
Salman Siddiqui, Steve Engel, Stuart Teddars,

I.
CALL TO ORDER
Cary Christian called the meeting to order at 4 p.m.
II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Cheryl Asaheim (PCEC) made the motion and Jim LoBue (COSM) seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously.

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES / January 26, 2022 (Kowalewski, Senate Secretary)
Cary Christian asked if there were any changes to the faculty senate minutes from November. Since no
corrections were noted, the minutes stood approved.
IV. LIBRARIAN’S REPORT / February 7, 2022 (Terry, FS Librarian)
Cary Christian indicated that there seems to be no problems with the librarian reports. Prior librarian
reports had links in them that Faculty Senators could not access. The Librarian’s Report was approved
unanimously with one abstained.

V.

FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

VI. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. NONE

VII. NEW BUSINESS
A. REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
a. Permanent faculty line replacements and hirings requests by college (Potter)
Amy Potter (COSM) submitted an RFI on behalf of the Faculty Welfare Committee to
request data on the permanent faculty lines vacated and the proportion of those lines
that were to be filled within each college. The committee also asked what percentage
of positions are approved by the administration. Provost Carl Reiber indicated that
there is data already online to answer this question. He wanted to determine what the
Faculty Welfare Committee was asking for above and beyond what had already been
made available.
b. Issues related to academic dishonesty (Assheim)
Cheryl Asaheim (PCEC) submitted an RFI to ask the provost’s office to release data
on violations of the Student Code Conduct. She also indicated she wanted
information to pertaining how the university handled situations of online education.
Carl Reiber indicated that the amount of data is not possible at this time. The
information is spread out among other departments.
c. Teaching track for promotion to full professor (Christian)
Cary Christian introduced an RFI asking whether the university would consider a
teaching track to full professor for tenured faculty to allow faculty who are tenured to

d.

take on more teaching and service. Carl Reiber responded that there is no path to full
professor without a research component. That component can be the scholarship of
teaching and learning.
Faculty Teaching Load (Mase)
William Mase had several questions related to questions asked at the SEC meeting
prior. The RFI asked “1. Please provide a report by department of how many
compensated overloads occurred by semester since fall, 2018, including
compensation rate and faculty rank. 2. What are the college/department policies for
requesting faculty to teach courses if there are insufficient faculty to teach courses
that are scheduled and departments? 3. How are overload compensation rates
determined b college? 4. What are the policies on research productivity expectation
adjustments when faculty are teaching additional courses on overload? 5. Can
academic year course overload compensation be deferred and paid in summer?” Carl
Reiber indicated that this was a large amount of information, along with the other
RFI’s and his office would answer these questions as soon as they could.

VIII. DISCUSSION ITEMS
None

IX. Motions
A. Faculty Selection of GS nominee for the USG Regents’ Teaching
Excellence Awards for Online Teaching (Terry)
Robert Terry (CAH) indicated that the Faculty Development Committee
wanted to create an online award since the university currently did not
have one specifically in this category. The USG Board of Regents have
a similar award, but since the university did not have one, the
university could not nominate someone for the award at the state level.
Robert Terry (CAH) made the motion and Marieke Van Willigen
(CBSS) the motion. President Kyle Marrero indicated he supported the
new award. The motion passed unanimously.
B. Bylaws change to add alternates to General Education and
Curriculum Committee (Christian)
Cary Christian indicated the General Education and Curriculum
Committee does not have alternates like the other curriculum
committees. The only change to the bylaws would be to add two
alternates per college to the committee, which other curriculum
committees already have. The motion is moved and seconded through
the SEC, so he opened this up for discussion. Jim LoBue (COSM)
wondered if the committee should have two alternates or just one. He
indicated whether this was practical as it might be hard to get people to
serve on any more committees. Cary Christian indicated he understood
that it was difficult, but he wanted the measure to be consistent with
the other curriculum committees. Annie Mendenhall (CAH) seconded
the concern, adding we might consider having only one alternate.
Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) indicated that would not work as she often
had to contact several alternates to take her place on the committees
she serves on. The alternates would help to ensure that these
committees could get a quorum to meet. Finbarr Curtis (CAH) indicated
that he two questions. 1. Could individuals ask alternates from other
colleges to represent you on the committee? 2. The committee
completes scoring for assessment reports, and he assumed that
alternates do not do the scoring for these assessments. He wanted to

understand if he was correct. Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) indicated when
she served on the curriculum committee, she asked alternates from
other colleges. As for the second question, alternates did score
assessment reports, which spread the workload out. Jim LoBue
(COSM) indicated that he wondered if we could get a list of faculty that
have served on these committees and those who have moved off the
committees. We could use those lists to get others serve on these
committees. Also, chairs and deans could look to see if anyone in their
colleges needed service. Annie Mendenhall (CAH) indicated serving on
any of the curriculum committees is intensive work because of doing
program assessments. She asked whether alternatives go through the
same training because that might make it more difficult to get people to
serve. Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) indicated they would need to be
trained. Cary Christian indicated that we might want to pass the
measure calling for two, but if individuals do not run for the positions,
there was nothing Faculty Senate could do. William Mase (JPHCOPH)
made the motion and Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) seconded. The motion
passed unanimously, with two abstained.

X.

PRESIDENT’S REPORT (Dr. Kyle Marrero, President)

President Kyle Marrero indicated that the bylaw changes have been going on for more than a year. He
commended the members of the SEC for working on these bylaw changes. The changes should be
voted on in the April meeting. Any other changes to the bylaws should be brought forth to the March
meeting. He indicated that the university has seen continuing decrease for Covid numbers. However,
he stressed that people should get tested if they needed to. As for enrollment, the university has
retained about 90 percent of the freshman class from fall, which was what the university had hoped to
retain. The university also has disseminated a large portion of the grant for student aid. The $33 million
grant enabled grants to help students. University Villas will be demolished and turned into a parking lot.
The University Plaza will be turned into an apartment complex, with restaurants and stores on the first
floor. On the Armstrong campus, we have a small cap project to renovate the former GBI building on
the northern part of campus to help faculty and students do research. The university planned to break
ground on the Convocation Center May 26. The university has asked USG to allow some students to be
accepted based on GPA only in 2022. The USG has reinstated the need for all incoming freshman to
have the ACT or SAT. However, we have many students who do not have these tests. If we require the
tests, we may see declining enrollment since many of the surrounding states, and private universities
are still not requiring the ACT or SAT. The employee engagement survey is being implemented soon,
so he hoped everyone would take it. Last year, we had 77.1 percent engagement on the survey. For the
FY22 budget has gone through the house and has been sent to the senate. The house accepted the
same $5,000 supplement for all state employees. However, the governor’s budget did not include any
employee who is working for the state through grants. The house has included those employees who
are working for the state through grants or foundation funding. Things are progressing as planned on
the new program in Wexford Ireland.
Jessica Schwind (Health Center) indicated that the university has begun a new incentive program to get
individuals to get booster shots. The university also is encouraged people to get their first and second
shots of the Covid vaccine.

XI. PROVOST’S REPORT (Dr. Carl Reiber, Provost, VPAA)

Provost Carl Reiber attended a meeting with other provosts in Albany, Georgia. He indicated that other
provosts were concerned regarding the testing issue. They worried that the universities in the USG
would see decreasing enrollment because of the testing requirement. He indicated that other schools
have asked for the GPA online option for good students. Students with higher GPAs have been showed
to do well in school, regardless of test scores on the ACT or SAT. He spent time talking with
administration at East Georgia State College and have seen the serious issues that they have faced
with decreasing enrollment. We are heading into budget season, and he planned to meet with deans in
March to determine the budget for the 2022-2023 school year. He added that the university will watch
fall enrollment numbers, which may decrease. The university may not need all the summer courses. He
indicated that Annie Mendenhall (CAH) has done a great job in working on Core level English courses
which would allow the department to increase or decrease the number of Core classes as needed. The
university will have something on the new review policy, including the addition of the Student Success.
The ad hoc committee working on this has done a great job in considering the new pillar for review.
Annie Mendenhall (CAH) indicated that her department saw an increase of 40 percent in students taking
the Core courses. She wondered how much allocation goes to departments for students versus budget
hours? The department has lost a faculty lecturer, but that position did not return to the department,
even though the department teaches a Core class. Carl Reiber indicated that the university has seen a
decrease in the budget of $35 million. Because of the cuts, the university took many vacant lines and
did not fill them, rather than fire faculty or staff members. There is no formula to the budget cuts. Rumor
has it that the university plans to realign with the budget. We will not do this. Colleges might move a line
from one department to another, but that is based on needs in individual departments. Kyle Marrero
indicated that we have all felt the budget cuts. First and foremost, the university must keep operational
and meet the needs of the students. The freshman class might change how we fund positions. Carl
Reiber indicated that the model created by Annie Mendenhall can work well to handle the increases and
decreases among the freshman class. Diana Cone (Provost Office) indicated that the university requires
a minimum of 10 students enrolled in a program each year for a program to be attainable. The university
also has looked at how much it took for the program to run. Melissa Gayan (CAH) worried about how
budget cuts could hurt the new pillar of Student Success. Some programs might not see the impact of
Student Success for a time being. Carl Reiber indicated that he wished the university had the budget to
do everything. However, he had to balance resources across campus. Finbarr Curtis (CAH) indicated
that the university needed to consider beyond credit hours. Some classes that are 25-person writing
intensive might be just as much work as a 200-person lecture. Carl Reiber indicated he understood, but
the concern.

IV.

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND UPDATES
NONE

XIII. ADJOURNMENT
Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) made the motion and Jim LoBue (COSM) seconded the motioned to adjourn.
Cary Christian adjourned the meeting at 5:33 p.m.

Georgia Southern University Faculty Senate
Librarian’s Report
March 1, 2022

Standing Committees
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Submitted respectfully by Robert Terry, Faculty Senate Librarian, in preparation for the March
23rdth, 2022 meeting of the Georgia Southern Faculty Senate.
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
MINUTES
February 15th, 2022
11:00am to 1:00pm
Zoom

Present:
Faculty: Diana Botnaru (WCHP); Kristen Dickens (COE); Nikki DiGregorio (CBSS); Lauren McMillan (University
Libraries); Joanna Schreiber (CAH); Hongjun Su (COE); Rob Terry (CAH); Jian Zhang (JPHCOPH); Mariana
Saenz (COB); Shijun Zheng (COSM).
Faculty Center Staff: Deborah Walker, Patricia Hendirx, Teresa Durham
Guests: None.
Absent: None. A quorum was present for the purposes of voting on the award portfolios.
I.
II.

III.

IV.
V.

VI.

VII.

CALL TO ORDER
a. Dr. Botnaru called the meeting to order at 11:04 a.m.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
a. Dr. Schreiber motioned to approve the agenda; Dr. DiGregorio seconded the motion and the
agenda was passed unanimously.
CHAIR’S REPORT
a. Discussion about online Teaching Award Motion submitted to the Senate and updates on the
timeline.
SPECIAL ORDERS
a. None.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
a. Reconsideration of one FD award decision.
b. Dr. Schreiber motioned to approve additional funding of $1,604 for plane ticket purchasing,
with the stipulation the applicant’s tickets need to be purchased by June 6, 2022. Dr.
DiGregorio seconded the motion and the motion was passed unanimously. An updated letter
will be submitted to the applicant with the updated total.
NEW BUSINESS
a. The University Teaching Excellence and Academic Excellence Awards portfolio review. All
the names and documents should remain confidential within the FDC committee.
b. Discussion about remaining reviews left from committee members; Debbie will reach out to
people missing reviews and give time to submit by 1:00 p.m. on 2-15-22. She will then email
out rankings of award nominees. A decision was reached on the final names for the
University Teaching Excellence and Academic Excellence Awards winners. The winner of
the Teaching Excellence Award will be the GS nominee for the Regent's Felton Jenkins, Jr.
Faculty Award.
ADJOURNMENT
a. There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned on February 15, 2022 at
11:22pm. A motion to adjourn was made by Dr. Schreiber and seconded by Dr. DiGregorio.
All voted in favor to adjourn.
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Minutes were approved by an electronic vote of Committee Members on 3/1/2022

Vote Record Note: Motion to approve by Diana Botnaru.
Seconded by Kristen Dickens.
All voting in favor: Unanimous

Respectfully submitted,
Date: 3/1/2022
Diana Botnaru, MD, FDC Committee Chair
Kristen N. Dickens, PhD, Scribe
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FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE
MINUTES
February18, 2022 - 12:00 – 2:00 PM
Virtual meeting via Zoom
Workspace
Attendance:
Review Name
access
#
R1
Antonio Gutierrez de
Blume – Elected Chair
R2
Caroline Hopkinson
R3

Marcel Maghiar

R4

Mary Villeponteaux

R5

Jeff Klibert

R6

Brett Curry

R7

Hans Schanz

R8

John Barkoulas

R9

Mary (Estelle) Bester

R10

Asli Aslan
Ele Haynes

Delegate

College of Education (COE)

Term
expirati
on
5 - 2022

Attendanc
e
Present
Present

University Libraries

5.2022

Present

Allen E. Paulson College of
Engineering and Computing
College of Arts and Humanities

5 - 2022

Present

5 - 2022

Present

College of Behavioral and Social
Sciences (CBSS)
Senate Representative

5 - 2022

Present

5.2022

Present

College of Science and
Mathematics (COSM)
Parker College of Business (COB)

5.2022

Present

5.2023

Present

Waters College of Health
Professions
Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public
Health (JPHCOPH)
Provost Delegate

5.2023

Absent

Approv
ed
Approv
ed
Absent

5.2022

Absent

Absent

Ex Off.

Present

Minute
Approv
ed
Approv
ed
Approv
ed
Approv
ed
Approv
ed
Approv
ed

1) CALL TO ORDER - Meeting was called to order at 12:00 PM by Chair, Dr. Antonio Gutierrez de Blume.
2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF 2/18/22 – Minutes were approved by the committee via email and sent to
the Senate Librarian on 2/21/22.
3) CHAIR’S UPDATE - Dr. Antonio Gutierrez de Blume
a) Three members whose term expires this year are needed to extend their term an additional year of
service to address SEC concerns regarding too much turnover and avoid continuity issues.
i) Volunteers who agreed - Hans Schanz, Brett Curry and Antonio Gutierrez de Blume
4) OLD BUSINESS
a) Funding Application Review

4

There were 19 responsive applicants for research funding. Based upon numeric reviews and
available budget, the committee funded all projects with a combined raw review score of 47 or
better.
ii) 3 applications received a score of 46. The remaining balance will be offered as partial funding
split equally among the 3. If an applicant declines the funding, the rejected funds will be
distributed evenly between the remaining partially funded applicants up to the full funding
amount. In case of unspent funds, the monies will be allocated towards the publication fund.
(1) Moved: Antonio Gutierrez de Blume
(2) Second: Hans Schanz and Brett Curry
(3) Unanimous
i)

b) Excellence Award Application Review
i) The committee reviewed and unanimously approved the text of an email request to award the
Discovery and Innovation Award to the tied candidate for the Research Excellence Award. The
text will be sent today. If not approved, the committee will convene to break the tie.
(1) Unanimous

5) NEW BUSINESS
a) None
6) ANNOUNCEMENTS and OTHER BUSINESS
i) The next meeting will be March 11, 2022 at 12 PM via zoom because March 18 falls during
spring break.
7) ADJOURNMENT-Committee adjourned at < 12:50 pm> <Minutes will be sent to committee for approval
via email and submitted for the Faculty Senate Librarians Report. Minutes approved by the committee
via email and uploaded to the Senate Librarians Report on 2/21/22>
*<<Faculty Research Committee>> meetings are not recorded.>>
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FACULTY SENATE WELFARE COMMITTEE
Meeting Agenda
02/09/2022
2021-2022 FWC
1:00-3:00 pm
FWC Members Present:

I.

II.
III.

Leti McGrath

Candice Bodkin

Dawn Tysinger

Amanda Konkle

Mark Hanna

Lili Li

Amy Potter

Pam Mahan

Rongrong Zhang

Tamerah Hunt

Lei Chen

Betsy Barrow

Sam Opoku

Ria Ramoutar

Marieke Van Willigen

Call to Order
1:01 p.m.
Amanda--Business to add—no

Approval of Agenda
Motion Dawn, Seconded, Betsy.
Faculty Welfare New Business
A. BOR Post-Tenure Review policy and BOR Student Success policy draft
1. Marieke update—Committee met as a whole a couple weeks ago, broke into two
different groups: 1) Student Success Changes 2) Post Tenure Review Changes.
2. Faculty should have received a request to fill out the survey.
3. 83% of faculty do not want student success to be a separate annual report section and
do not want a separate annual evaluation ranking.
4. Guidelines under what you need to qualify for promotion you have to be noteworthy
(language not used anywhere else) in 2 of 5 sections.
5. Under tenure have to be noteworthy in 3 of 5 categories. My concern, how do you
document you are noteworthy if those are not separate categories on evaluations?
That was the overwhelming feedback.
6. How do you report on those 3 sections without talking about student success
activities you do if they are all pulled out in separate category? It’s awkward to
report.
7. Post-tenure review feedback much less definitive. Comments on the inconsistency in
the language in the draft guidelines. Every university has to use 5-point system on
evaluations. They had suggested unsatisfactory. Everybody will use the same
language and the same 5 rankings. In the document, however, those words are not
used consistently.
8. We are building in faculty governance in each of the stages so it’s not left solely to
administrators. We are working on faculty oversight being built in.
B. PTR committee will take faculty handbook language and make edits as suggestions.
Faculty Senate can then debate about whether this is the language that can be used.
Timing. They think the process will work much more quickly than possible.
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Realistically you would find out you would need to do a corrective in the spring. This
would start in the fall of the next year. When you walk through the timeline, this is a
4-year cycle.
2.
Write in protections in that people are not getting the feedback from each level of the
post-tenure review. We’re going to suggest you should be getting that feedback as
you go and you should be able to respond.
3.
Questions:
• Tamerah—One thing coming up with our department, concern over
minimum/maximum language.
• Mark—Two timeline related questions: 1) Seems like your committee is working
really fast, is this an imposed deadline?
• Marieke—University is required to have approved our plan by early October.
Colleges are already asking for the guidelines. We decided once we had our head
in it and kept going we wouldn’t lose momentum.
• Mark-- 2) Would there be any consideration for when the policy has teeth for
people at some level of performance? What’s the transition to this look like?
• Marieke—language in draft guidelines in frequently asked questions. There’s
language that suggests a grandfather in for those on the tenure track.
• Another piece of feedback that came out from committee/survey is this only
applies to people with tenure. Does not apply to lecturers.
• Post-tenure review also applies to faculty administrators. Faculty administrators
will go through post-tenure review. Provost office will be handling this. Faculty
administrators could not only lose their administrative position but also their job.
• Leti—How many are on this committee?
• Marieke—21. Have tenured folks, lecturers and professional folks on this
committee. Student success affects everyone.
Faculty Welfare Unfinished Business
A. Lecturer Salary Inequity Concerns (Subcommittee Report: Ria Ramoutar,
convener) Ria has no updates.
B. Annual Faculty Evaluation Form Revision (Subcommittee Report: Mark Hanna,
convener) Mark—we had a great discussion in Senate with regard to what we proposed
as a form. There didn’t seem to be much opposition to the form. Two areas that came
back as things that might need to be done: 1) Integrate Student Success 2) Clarify the
weights that are being applied. Suggestion is that we put forward a motion or proposal
that includes the form like we developed but adds a couple sentences describing how
weights are defined and adapted throughout the year. With regard to student success, it
seems we need to wait until there is more clarity on what Student Success is and how it
needs to be evaluated. Leave form as is and add the words Student Success.
o Marieke—I am nervous about the idea that we don’t have a
specific place where we are saying this is what I’ve done and
this is how I’ve applied it. The chair needs to make sure that
in your annual evaluation, they are somehow writing an
evaluation as to what you’ve done in student success and
professional development.
o I would advocate having something that prompts faculty to
1.

IV.
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o
o
o

o

o
o
o
o

o
o

o

o

o

identify student success/professional development in each
section.
Somewhere on the annual evaluation your chair has to make a
statement as to where you stand on those two items.
Add in a place where the chair evaluated you on student
success and professional development.
Mark—I would personally prefer for administration to be
responsible for that part of the form. Tamerah—Suggestion for
subsections: 1a) Student evaluations 1b) Student success
evaluations.
Mark—There is so much diversity across campus. Needed
something that was flexible. Our thought was to have
something broadly useful and flexible.
Professional development is new but was thrust upon us by
BOR.
Propose: Let me add a sentence about weights and a section on
student success in the former areas.
Marieke—I wouldn’t send it to Senate until we have the final
recommendation from my committee.
Mark—Maybe we create a form
with a placeholder? Marieke—Have
a draft.
Mark—My reservation is that this is last year’s
assignment. Concern this will pass to next year’s FWC.
Leti—Our charges for 2021 were provided the beginning of
the academic year. That hasn’t been the case this year. We’ve
received no charges. We’ve assumed the charges that were
not complete we are to continue. We haven’t had any
confirmation that this is something we are still supposed to be
working on.
Given all this uncertainty, I don’t know if perhaps we should
consider asking the Provost directly if this is something he
continues to have us do. Do we have a direct charge to hold
off? Mark—Provost did make some progress on the use of the
form.
Betsy—I suggest Mark make
changes and put forth to Senate.
Tamerah—Suggest to hold off.
Mark—We will keep it on our FWC agenda next month.

C. Chair Evaluation (Subcommittee Report: Dawn Tysinger,
convener)Provost—periodic review, 5-year review.
When we met with the Provost he gave us his thoughts on chair
evaluation.
As a committee, we identified some priorities that needed to be in the
Chair evaluation. The first came from the Provost. Expressed a desire to
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move away from a chair for life (term limits). A second priority came
from the committee ensuring that faculty had a process for providing
confidential input. Our third priority was looking at a process in order to
continue in the position, need to be approved by the majority of the
faculty. If the Dean went against the recommendation, Dean had to
explain their rationale for why that choice was made.
We looked at peer and aspirant universities.
We used the current review as a jumping off point and altered it based on
our priorities.
We recommend a ten-year limit to the time a chair can serve. Have to
have the balance for the chair to make changes but not stagnate.
Leti—concern over paper/pencil feedback.
Amanda—Having faculty do this is tricky. Could we could get
assistance from the Dean’s office? Have someone administer who is
not involved in the department? We have two campuses.
Dawn--A lot of concern was raised about taking votes.
Betsy—there is a way to make sure the email is not being
recorded. Mark—might make sense to say voting will be
conducted by anonymous ballot. Suggestions—Provost
office might administer this.
Tamerah—Had questions about Interim time period.
Dawn—I would assume the interim period did not count toward those 5
years. Betsy—Question about new chairs being limited to 10 years.
Dawn—If a person is in chair role and steps down, Provost said not to be
concerned with that piece.
Marieke—When you take a position your contract says what your base
salary would be if you step back to faculty. Might want to include a
caveat where there may be unusual circumstances. If the university is in
a situation where you can’t do an outside hire, you could get stuck. The
preference is to have this term limit but to include the caveat.
Dawn—The issue of rotating chair you could have some
unwilling participants. Mark—Recommended wording of
department chairs will “normally serve.” Dawn—We will
look at softening language or adding a caveat or exit
clause. Leti—This is very important. There is very little
there in the handbook.
D. COVID-19 FWC Subcommittee (Subcommittee Report: Betsy Barrow, convener)
1. Mask mandate
Pam—I initially thought I was putting forth a motion but it was
actually a discussion item. There’s a lot of discussion. Some faculty
expressed concerned about antagonizing the BOR. Leti—Some asked
why are we doing this if we know it won’t be something we have
control over.
Some colleagues realized it was symbolic and wasn’t worth the effort.
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Good back and forth on this at Senate.
I did remind our colleagues many other faculty senates have done this.
Amanda—Discussion on calling it a mask mandate or a statement on beliefs.
Betsy—Reached out to subcommittee this month. We decided as a
subcommittee to wait.
Mark—Senate chose to not treat it as a motion. A reasonable course of action is
to say we did what we needed to do.
Betsy—I’m on the fence. I wear my mask everywhere. I recently had a student
who requested an online placement because she has underlying health concerns.
School where she was placed does not have a mask policy.
Leti-- A fellow senator sent me this wording as a suggestion: "The ubiquitous
use of face masks would protect our community against high rates of infection,
leading to more engaged and effective face-to-face instruction and allowing an
uninterrupted educational experience to once again become the norm for our
students."
Committee voted 8-5 in favor of sending back to the committee for consideration.
2.

Faculty evaluation policy
Amanda--SRIs are required by the committee.
Faculty are having issues with Covid-19 affecting their
reviews. Senate said to take it back to the committee.
Marieke--The only thing that needs to be changed is that we can’t not include SRI’s
in evaluations. Having a statement saying you can have a separate document would
be helpful. Betsy—Need to edit the document concerning SRIs.
Tamerah—Need to have these percentages, have this written down in a document is
very important.
Betsy—Include clarification that Provost has sent out
memos. Mark—Include the memos in the document.
Leti—Suggested Subcommittee make the suggested changes and then send to the
entire committee. Encourage feedback. If none is received Amanda and Leti will
then send on to SEC.

E. Course Caps and Position Allocation (Amy Potter, convener)
Amy—Submitted RFI on January 21, 2022

V.

Faculty Welfare Concerns
A. Spreadsheet to Report Faculty Welfare Concerns: Please reach out to your colleagues in
each of your colleges to request that they submit concerns that we should address in
future meetings. Report them in the spreadsheet linked here, and include any
supplementary information as needed.
B. Ongoing Faculty Welfare Concerns
1. Parental Leave (Candice Bodkin)
2. Faculty Pay - 10 Months vs 12 Months
10

VI.

Adjourn
2:59 p.m. Tamerah motioned, Betsy seconded
Respectfully submitted by Amy Potter
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GENERAL EDUCATION AND CORE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
MINUTES
General Education and Core Curriculum Committee Meeting Date – Friday, February 18, 2022
Meeting Summary: The committee reviewed and approved three course revision proposals (BIOL 1320,
CHEM 1152K, DATA 1501) and returned one proposal for additional revisions and clarification (PHSC
1211). Peer-review of core course assessment documents is now complete; 15 courses were identified for
IAA consultation and 15 were eligible for a two-year reporting cycle. Work continues toward SACSCOC
reaffirmation of accreditation relevant to standards 8.2.b and 9.3 with a focus on assessment data analysis
at the core area level and use of assessment data to make improvements.
Present:

Bettye Apenteng, Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health/Health Policy and
Community Health; Michelle Cawthorn, College of Science and Mathematics/Biology;
Nikki Canon-Rech, University Libraries; Justine Coleman, Waters College of Health
Professions/Health Sciences and Kinesiology; Finbarr Curtis, College of Arts and
Humanities/Philosophy and Religious Studies; Kathryn Haughney, College of
Education/Elementary and Special Education; Catherine Howerter,College of
Education/Elementary and Special Education; Jim LoBue, College of Science and
Mathematics/Chemistry and Biochemistry; Nick Mangee, Parker College of
Business/Finance; Samuel Opoku, Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health/Health
Policy and Community Health; Eloise Pitt, College of Behavioral and Social
Sciences/Criminal Justice and Criminology; Russell Thackston, Allen E. Paulson College
of Engineering/Information Technology

Guests:

Alexis Belvin, Student Government Association; Jaime O’Connor, Institutional
Assessment and Accreditation: Gabi Wiggill, Student Guest

Absent:

Cheryl Aasheim, Allen E. Paulson College of Engineering and Computing/Information
Technology; Dustin Anderson, Office of the Provost; Amy Ballagh, Enrollment
Management; Delena Gatch, Institutional Assessment and Accreditation; Jacek Lubecki,
College of Behavioral and Social Sciences/Political Science and International Studies;
Kari Mau, Don and Cindy Waters College of Health Professions/School of Nursing; Rick
McGrath, Parker College of Business/Economics; JuliaGriffin, College of Arts and
Humanities/Literature

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Michelle Cawthorn chaired the meeting in Cheryl Aasheim’s absence and called the meeting to
order at 1:08 p.m.

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Justine Coleman motioned to approve the agenda; seconded by Jim LoBue and passed unanimously.

III.

CHAIR’S UPDATE
A. GECC alternates
•

Cheryl Aasheim reported that the SEC has approved GECC alternates. This change will
be votedon in the next Faculty Senate and, if passed, will be enacted in this election
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cycle.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS
A.

Course proposals
• BIOL 1320 Diversity of Life – Michelle Cawthorn explained that the proposal reflected a
change to the course description to more accurately reflect course content as it is currently
taught and to update course SLOs to improve alignment with the Area D Core Area
Outcome. The grade mode of “satisfactory” has also been added for those who audit the
course.

MOTION: Jim LoBue motioned to approve the proposal. Nikki Cannon-Rech seconded the
motion. The motion carried unanimously.
•

CHEM 1152K Survey of Chemistry II – Michelle Cawthorn stated that this proposal
was updating information in CIM that was omitted at the time of consolidation and was
also making some improvements to course SLOs to improve alignment to the Area D Core Area
Outcome. Jaime O’Connor pointed out that the changes to the course SLOs were specified in the
justification section of the form, and that the updates were in direct response to feedback from the
GECC. Michelle specified that it is the second course is a series intended for health science
majors, not forchemistry majors. Jim LoBue added that it emphasizes more bio-chemical
concepts. Russell Thackston asked about why items at the top appeared to be edited and Jaime
O’Connor agreed with his supposition that they appeared to be edited not because they were
changed but because they were previously omitted from the system at the time of consolidation
and were now being added so the system was tracking them as new information. Gabi Wiggil,
student guest, asked howthis course was different from the 3000 level Biochemistry level course
since the topics included in the course seemed very similar based on the description provided
here. Jim LoBue clarified that CHEM 3000 is not at the same depth and does not have the
emphasis on organic compounds as there is in CHEM 1151 and 1152. It really is taught at the
level of one of the other two biochemistrycourses, combining some of the material from the 5000level courses, but there is no laboratory forthe 3000-level course. The intention is for students
who are not chemistry majors and who are not biochemistry majors. Michelle Cawthorn clarified
that the 3000-level course is a one semester course with no lab, and that CHEM 1152 is the
second course in a two-semester sequence with a lab. Jim specified that the goal of these courses
is a foundation in biochemistry, but it is not meant to be a comprehensive study of biochemistry.
Michelle said it is a distinction of level and intended audience, and Jim added that prerequisites
also were a distinction.

MOTION: Justine Coleman motioned to approve the proposal. Nikki Cannon-Rech seconded
the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

•

DATA 1501 Introduction to Data Science – Michelle Cawthorn reminded the committee
that this course was proposed to GECC in the previous academic year and was approved after
much discussion and debate. The course went through the approval process up to the system
level but was rejected and returned by the USG BOR Council on General Education due to a
misunderstanding about the template applied to the course. The course was originally
authored at the system level as a “templated” course to be offered as part of the core
curriculum for non-science majors, but Georgia Southern does not have a core curriculum
unique to non-science majors. Georgia Southern has a core for health science majors and a
core for all other students, so the template could not be accurately applied for DATA 1501 at
Georgia Southern. The department has now resubmitted the course in a standard core proposal
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form and template based on recommendations from the system. Jaime O’Connor stated that
when the committee initially considered the course proposal in the previous academic year,
they were under the impression that as a system initiative and as a templated course, there was
no choice but to approve the course as written. The intention seems to be for all institutions
who offer the course to offer a standardized version of the course for transferability, but it
remains unclear how much say the committee or the institution has over the course format or
content. Cheryl Aasheim was part of the group who initially authored the course as part of the
statistics pathway initiative at the system level, but Cheryl has expressed her own concerns
about the level of the content and the amount of content for an introductory-level core course.
Michelle Cawthorn added that even though Georgia Southern does not have a core specific to
non-science major, that is the intended audience for the course, so it would be up to advisors
to appropriately direct students to this course understanding that students would be able to
choose the course or not against their advisor’s recommendations. Russell Thackston asked if
this course was related to the Data Literacy element proposed as part of the Gen Ed Revision
proposed by the system or if this was a different system initiative. Jaime O’Connor clarified
that this was not part of the Gen Ed Redesign but is part of the statistics pathway proposed by
the system. Russell Thackston pointed out with the number of outcomes proposed, the content
would have to be very shallow exposure. Finbarr Curtis responded that in prior discussions
Cheryl and other committee members had concerns about the course content being either
overwhelming or content that students might already be acquainted with, depending on their
major. Michelle noted that some of the concepts listed for this course would not typically be
covered by science majors until their upper level courses, if at all. Jim LoBue questioned the
meaning of “Additional Optional Learning Outcomes” accounting for 20-30% of course
content and if those are meant to be up to the discretion of individual instructors. Michelle
confirmed that these outcomes were sent from the system, and Jaime clarified that the
committee was previously under the understanding that the course SLOs were expected to be
standardized for all institutions and could not be changed. Finbarr stated that it seems like the
committee is rehashing some of the previous discussion around the course, but that the
committee did ultimately approve the course. Jim LoBue asked if the course would be likely to be
rejected by the system again for one reason or another. Michelle and Jaime responded that it is
incredibly difficult to predict how the system will receive course proposals and that even thoughthe
GECC does an excellent job of vetting the proposals presented to them, there are often rules and
considerations and past history to courses that we are not privy to that cause obstacles to approvals.

Jaime stated that the department followed the directive of the BOR by putting this proposal in
the template requested, so we have followed the system’s instructions to the best of our
knowledge. Finbarr stated that for that reason, he leans in favor of approving the proposal
because the department has done what was requested of them.
MOTION: Finbarr Curtis motioned to approve the proposal. Russell Thackston seconded the
motion. The motion carried.
•

PHSC 1211 Physical Science – Michelle Cawthorn explained that this course is adding
STAT 1401 as a prerequisite in area A2 of the core so that it does not have to be manually
over-ridden in the system. This is supposed to be a course for non-science majors. Jaime
O’Connor specified thatSTAT 1401 is also listed as MATH 1401 and it is listed in both
Area A2 and Area D2, which has created some issues with the way it tracks in Banner.
However, the other half of the prerequisite language in the proposal says that prior or
concurrent enrollment in MATH 1001 or higher counts as the prerequisite, and since
STAT 1401 is MATH 1401, it seems moot to list STAT 1401 separately. Michelle
reiterated that it seems to be related to a Banner issue, but we are not clear about how this
14

proposal will resolve the Banner issue. Russell Thackston pointed out that the learning
outcomes are not measurable as currently written. Michelle and Jaime agreed, and said that
it is a simple matter of adjusting some verbs and requesting resubmission.
MOTION: Russell Thackston motioned to return the proposal to the department to request
revision of thestudent learning outcome verbs, taking into consideration measurability using
Bloom’s Taxonomy. Jim LoBue seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

B.

V.

Peer-review completion and follow-up
• Jaime O’Connor shared an updated data visualization of the completed peer-review
aggregated scores over the past three assessment cycles, noting the trend of scores overall
toward “acceptable” and “exemplary” levels, particularly on the traits of core alignment of
curriculum, learning activities and engagement, and measurement tools and assignments.
She noted that considering that in many cases these assessment processes had to be
redesigned or developed from scratch following consolidation, we are seeing steady
growth in development, although some of the more advanced stages of the assessment
process such as action plans are still lagging a bit since there were no action plans to reflect
on and work from in recent years.
• Jaime O’Connor reported that GECC and IAA had identified and prioritized 15 core
courses for consultations in the spring semester. These were courses that appeared to need
additional support or assistance in applying feedback from the committee to ensure that
they were making progress on improving their assessment processes. Jaime and the IAA
faculty fellows have divided the list and will begin following up in the next few weeks
with the goal of meeting with each core course coordinator before the end of the spring
semester.
• Jaime O’Connor announced that 15 core courses were granted a two-year cycle in this
first round of GECC consideration for the two-year assessment cycle. She also mentioned
that in the past those academic programs who were granted a two-year cycle often were
moved back to a one- year cycle after their first two-year report, but that IAA has since
introduced additional reminders tohelp those on the two-year reporting cycle keep data
collection on track during the year in which they are not reporting.

OLD BUSINESS
A.

ARTH 2531 Art History I / ARTH 2531 Art History II
•

B.

Jaime O’Connor reported that both proposals were presented to and approved
by theundergraduate committee.

FORL 1000-level proposals
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•

Jaime O’Connor reported that the courses were still in the curriculum approval process
awaiting submission to the USG BOR Council on General Education. The courses cannot
go into the catalog as part of the core until after USG BOR approval, but we hope that
approval will be granted in time for them to be included in the catalog for Area C in the
2022-2023 catalog.

IAA UPDATE
Student Outcomes Certification Compliance Team reported on SACSCOC standards 8.2.b and
9.3 at February 1st meeting – status “compliant”
• Jaime O’Connor reported that the Student Outcomes Certification Compliance Team
provided a status report at the February 1st meeting and had found the institution to be
compliant on standards 8.2.b and 9.3. Next steps in preparation for SACSCOC
reaffirmation of accreditation include two initiatives: assessment data reporting and
analysis at the Core Area level and a focus on action plans. Jaime and the IAA faculty
fellows are examining strategies and models for presenting assessment data at the Core
Area level and are exploring the option of holding Gen Ed retreats in the 2022-2023
academic year to convene core course faculty to reflect on assessment data across courses
within the same area. In addition, SACSCOC will be looking closely at action plans for
“evidence of seeking improvement based on analysis of results.” As shown in peer-review
scores, action plans for core courses are still lagging a bit in terms of quality so IAA is
planning some additional professional development resources and support to assist
assessment coordinators with developing and implementing data-driven action plans.

VI.

A.

VII.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
A.

IAA Core Course Action Plan Listening Sessions
•

•
•
B.

Spring semester GECC meeting dates
•
•

C.

VIII.

IAA has scheduled listening sessions for core course coordinators to get a better
understanding ofcommon challenges with developing assessment action plans. These
sessions will be held via Zoom, and are open to any GECC members who would like to
attend.
Wednesday, February 23 9-10 a.m.
Thursday, February 24 3:30-4:30 p.m.

Friday, March 25
Friday, April 22

Upcoming BOR Council on General Education Meeting dates
•

February 25, 2022 (Proposal submission date: January 21, 2022)

•

May 20, 2022 (Proposal submission date: April 15, 2022)

•

July 15, 2022 (Proposal submission date: June 10, 2022)

ADJOURNMENT
Michelle Cawthorn motioned to adjourn. Russell Thackston seconded the motion. The meeting
was adjourned on February 18, 2022 at 1:56 p.m.
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Respectfully submitted,
Jaime O’Connor, Recording Coordinator

Minutes were approved 2/23/2022 by
electronic vote of Committee Members
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GRADUATE COMMITTEE
MINUTES
Graduate Committee Meeting Date – February 10,
2022
Present:

Dr. Felix Hamza-Lup, CEC; Dr. Jeff Riley, CAH; Dr. Caren Town, CAH; Dr. Laurie
Gould, CBSS; Dr. Jonathan Grubb, CBSS; Dr. Timothy Cairney, Parker COB; Dr. Ming
Fang He, COE; Dr.
Michele McGibony, COSM; Dr. Bill Mase, JPHCOPH; Dr. Linda Kimsey, JPHCOPH; Dr.
Greg Rich,WCHP; Dr. Jung Hun Choi, [Alternate], CEC

Guests:

Dr. Delena Gatch, IAA; Dr. Ashley Walker, COGS; Dr. Checo Colón-Gaud, COGS; Mrs.
Audie Graham, COGS; Mrs. Naronda Wright, COGS; Mrs. Wendy Sikora, COGS; Mrs.
Sara Emily Ridgway-Jones, COGS; Mrs. Megan Murray, COGS; Ms. Kelli Aikens,
COGS; Mr. Wayne Smith, Registrar’s Office; Ms. Doris Mack, Registrar’s Office; Ms.
Janae Culmer, GSO Representative; Dr. Deborah Thomas, COE; Dr. Stephen Rossi,
WCHP; Dr. Brian Koehler, COSM; Dr. David Williams, CEC; Dr. Nandi Marshall,
JPHCOPH; Dr. Rand Ressler, Parker COB; Dr. Jolyon Hughes, CAH; Mr.Norton Pease,
CAH; Dr. Dan Skidmore-Hess, CBSS; Dr. Brenda Blackwell, CBSS; Dr. Ted Brimeyer,
CBSS; Dr. Steven Harper, CAH

Absent:
COE; Dr.

Dr. Xiaoming Yang, CEC; Dr. William Amponsah, Parker COB; Dr. Shelli Casler-Failing,
Christine Bedore, COSM; Mrs. Jessica Rigg, Univ. Libraries

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Dr. Caren Town said Dr. Shelli Casler-Failing asked her to serve as Chair in her absence. Dr.
Town called the meeting to order on Thursday, February 10, 2022 at 9:01 AM.

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Dr. Bill Mase made a motion to approve the agenda as written. A second was made by Dr. Jeff Riley
and the motion to approve the agenda was passed.

CHAIR’S UPDATE – There was no Chair’s update provided.
IV. DEAN’S UPDATE
III.

Dr. Ashley Walker shared the following updates:
• The Graduate Executive Council (GEC) will be submitting revised language on an
institutional level policy. The revision will be included as a miscellaneous item on
the March curriculum meeting.
• Reminder that the Graduate Student Organization’s spring grant cycle deadlines are
February 15th and April 1st. Please encourage your students to submit proposals for
travel/research funding. COGS will send email reminders to students.
• The next COGS social hour webinar will be held on Wednesday, February 23rd, at
6 PM. The guest speakers will include Graduate Student Organization (GSO)
council members from both the Armstrong and Statesboro campuses. They will be
discussing the organization, the graduate submission process, and other
professional development opportunities that are offered through GSO. COGS will
send email reminders to students, but please be sure your graduate students are
aware.
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•

The annual COGS Southern Grad for a Day event will be held virtually on
Thursday, February 17th. If you have questions, please contact Megan Murray,
meganmurray@georgiasouthern.edu.

The Free Days in February graduate admissions promotion is going on now and will
continue until February 15th. Please share this information with your prospective students
so that they do not have to pay the application fee. This does not include programs that
use an external CAS system.
Kelli Aikens is the new graduate coordinator in graduate admissions. Her first day was
January 26th. She has been training on the Statesboro campus, but is slowly
transitioning to working full time on the Armstrong campus.
•

V.

A call for Averitt Award nominations for Excellence in Research and Excellence in Instruction
wassent out earlier this month. The deadline to submit nominations is Friday, February 18th.

NEW BUSINESS
A. College of Education
Dr. Deborah Thomas presented the agenda items for the College of Education.

Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education
Revised Course:
MGED 8132: Effective Middle Level Schools
JUSTIFICATION:
The title was changed to better align with terminology used by the Association for Middle
Level Education (AMLE). The course description was revised to better reflect the content of
the course and remove the field-based action research component since this course is offered in
the summer semesterand some wording was updated to align with AMLE Standards and
elements of their publication "The Successful Middle School." The SLOs were revised to
focus on student learning outcomes rather than course content and some wording was updated
to align with AMLE Standards and elements of "The Successful Middle School."
Deleted Course:
MSED 7433: Teaching Business Education in the Secondary Schools
JUSTIFICATION:
A focus on Business Education has not been offered as an option in our M.A.T. or M.Ed.
programs forseveral years, it has been removed from the programs of study, and there is not a
plan to add it in the future. As such, this course is no longer needed.
Revised Program:
MED-TCLAD: Teaching Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students (TCLD / ESOL)
M.Ed. (Online)
JUSTIFICATION:
November 21: Adding ESOL to program name is necessary in order for the degree to be
recognized instates other than Georgia.
MOTION: Dr. Timothy Cairney has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the
Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education. A second was made by Dr. Michele
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McGibony, and the motion to approve the Revised Course, Deleted Course, and Revised Program
was passed.
B. College of Behavioral and Social Sciences
Dr. Ted Brimeyer presented the agenda items for the College of Behavioral and Social Sciences.

Department of Sociology and Anthropology
New Programs:
: Social Science M.A. (Concentration in Sociology)
JUSTIFICATION:
Moving the sociology emphasis of the MASS Program online will increase program reach.
: Social Science M.A. (Concentration in Anthropology)
JUSTIFICATION:
Moving the program from a face-to-face delivery mode to hybrid will increase program reach.
: Social Science M.A. (Concentration in Political Science)
JUSTIFICATION:
Moving to online delivery for the Political Science will increase program reach.
Dr. Ted Brimeyer stated that this is not a new program, and the department only creating new
programpages to clarify what the program is doing.
MOTION: Dr. Ming Fang He has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the
Departmentof Sociology and Anthropology. A second was made by Dr. Cairney, and the motion to
approve the New Programs was passed.
Dr. Brimeyer said they will teach out the students who are currently face-to-face and there will not
be anoption for face-to-face with any new incoming students.
Dr. Town questioned why the tuition is listed as standard rather than e-tuition on the Social Science
M.A. (Concentration in Sociology) program page. Dr. Dan Skidmore-Hess stated the effort is to
reinvigorate theprogram and make it more available to nontraditional students. He said they are not
interested in raising the rate, unless it is recommended by the College of Graduate Studies. Dr.
Walker will verify this with Wendy Woodrum to make sure we have the information listed correctly
in CIM to ensure the appropriate fee structure will be assessed. Dr. Delena Gatch said she thinks
these program changes will be a notification to SACSCOC.
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C. College of Engineering and Computing
Dr. David Williams presented the agenda items for the College of Engineering and Computing.

Department of Mechanical Engineering
Revised Courses:
MENG 5533G: Applied Welding and Joining
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is added.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated to

reflect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome,
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.
4. Graduate students learning outcomes are updated.
MENG 5333G: Robot Dynamics, Design and Analysis
JUSTIFICATION:
1. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reflect the current requirements of the Course

Objective, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome.
General Course Description is added.
Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.
Graduate students learning outcomes, special assignments, and assessment methods are
added.

2.
3.
4.

MENG 5536G: Mechanical Controls
JUSTIFICATION:
1. Student Learning Outcomes are updated to reflect the current requirements of the Course

Objective, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome.
General Course Description is added.
Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.
Graduate students learning outcomes, special assignments, and assessment methods are
added.

2.
3.
4.

MOTION: Dr. McGibony has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the
Department ofMechanical Engineering. A second was made by Dr. He, and the motion to approve the
Revised Courseswas passed.
College of Science and Mathematics
Dr. Brian Koehler presented the agenda items for the College of Science and Mathematics.
D.

Department of Biology
New Course:
BIOL 5180G: Functional Morphology
JUSTIFICATION:
The course was originally developed as part of an NSF grant and has been taught as a Selected
Topicfor several years (2016 to present). The undergraduate version fits the BA and BS PLOs
and will eventually contribute to the major concentrations. The graduate level version expands
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the course options for graduate students.
MOTION: Dr. He has made a motion to approve the agenda item submitted by the Department of
Biology.A second was made by Dr. McGibony, and the motion to approve the New Course was passed.
Department of Mathematical Sciences
New Courses:
MATH 5450G: Introduction to Mathematical Physics
JUSTIFICATION:
This proposed new interdisciplinary course aims to bring attention to developing theory and
methods in math physics. Experience and data have shown a growing number of students from
math, physics, andengineering who have expressed a keen interest for a math course that can
provide a systematic theory, method and tools which a have direct applications in their majors.
We believe that the creation of this new course in modern math physics provides refreshing
content and is an asset to the existing curricula in our math programs. It offers students an
exclusive opportunity to explore a blend of theoretical and computational methods and skills
that stand in need of contemporary math majors. The method of interpretation, higherresolution analysis, involving e.g. FFT and FWT transforms are familiar with people in math,
physics, computer science and other engineering majors, thus this course will help students
identify research interests and better prepare them for graduate studies or for jobs in research
institutes and industry with such demands on the market.
MATH 5200G: Introduction to Computational Research in Mathematical Sciences
JUSTIFICATION:
The Department of Mathematical Sciences lacks a course that provides the math majors with
programming experience in research problems of mathematical sciences and knowledge and
skills inmathematical and statistical computation. These skills and experience are
increasingly needed in the area of pure and applied mathematics and statistics.
The educational need of the computational aspect of research in mathematical sciences is
recognized by many institutions such as Rochester Institute of Technology, Michigan State
University, and Clemson University. They offer a concentration track in computational
mathematics. Nevertheless, this need is often specific to mathematical context, and we aim to
offer a course where students experiencecomputational knowledge and projects in
mathematical context. It will broaden students' perspective on mathematical research, and it
could be crucial for the Department of Mathematical Sciences to recruit more majors.
MOTION: Dr. He has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Mathematical Sciences. A second was made by Dr. McGibony, and the motion to approve the New
Courseswas passed.
Department of Physics and Astronomy
Revised Course:
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PHYS 5557G: Quantum Mechanics
JUSTIFICATION:
PHYS 3537 is being removed from the prerequisites, since it is now an elective course in the
Major.
MOTION: Dr. Greg Rich has made a motion to approve the agenda item submitted by the
Department ofPhysics and Astronomy. A second was made by Dr. He, and the motion to approve
the Revised Coursewas passed.
College of Arts and Humanities
Dr. Steven Harper presented the agenda items for the College of Arts and Humanities.
E.

Gretsch School of Music
Revised Programs:
MM-MUSC: Music M.M. (Concentration in Composition)
JUSTIFICATION:
Clarifying materials needed for admission consideration and updating web addresses.
This program will be offered on the following campus: Statesboro. This program will not be
offered on the following campuses: Armstrong, Liberty.
MM-MUSC/COND: Music M.M. (Concentration in Conducting)
JUSTIFICATION:
Clarifying materials needed for admission consideration and updating web addresses. This
program will not be offered on the following campuses: Armstrong, Liberty.
MM-MUSC/MED: Music M.M. (Concentration in Music Education)
JUSTIFICATION:
Clarifying materials needed for admission consideration and updating web addresses.
This program will be offered on the following campus: Statesboro. This program will not be
offered on the following campuses: Armstrong, Liberty.
MM-MUSC/MT: Music M.M. (Concentration in Music Technology)
JUSTIFICATION:
Clarifying materials needed for admission consideration and updating web addresses.
This program will be offered on the following campus: Statesboro. This program will not be
offered on the following campuses: Armstrong, Liberty.
MM-MUSC/PFR: Music M.M. (Concentration in Performance)
JUSTIFICATION:
Clarifying materials needed for admission consideration and updating web addresses.
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This program will be offered on the following campus: Statesboro. This program will not be
offered on the following campuses: Armstrong, Liberty.
MOTION: Dr. Riley has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Gretsch
School of Music. A second was made by Dr. McGibony, and the motion to approve the Revised
Programs was passed.
F. Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health
Dr. Linda Kimsey presented the agenda items for the Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health.

Dean’s Office
New Course:
PUBH 7230: Foundations of Maternal and Child Health
JUSTIFICATION:
The course has been offered as a special topics course and is being adopted as an elective in the
MPHprogram
Dr. Town stated there was a minor typo made to the course title. The initial agenda had the title
listed asFoundations of Maternal of Child Health. The word “of” should have been listed as “and”.
MOTION: Dr. He made a motion to approve the agenda item submitted by the Dean’s Office. A second
wasmade by Dr. Felix Hamza-Lup, and the motion to approve the New Course was passed.
Department of Biostatistics, Epidemiology, and Environmental Health Sciences
Revised Courses:
BIOS 7231: Clinical Trials Methodology
JUSTIFICATION:
Prerequisite change
BIOS 7431: Statistical Issues in Drug Development
JUSTIFICATION:
Prerequisite change.
ENVH 7133: Vector-Borne and Zoonotic Diseases: Biology Epidemiology and Control
JUSTIFICATION:
Modification of course number and S2/S4 to allow Master's students to take the course.
EPID 9131: Epidemiology of Infectious Diseases of Direct Transmission
JUSTIFICATION:
Removal of BIOS 6541
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EPID 7232: Cardiovascular Disease Epidemiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Modification would allow Master's level students to take the course. 4/12/21 LK
EPID 7235: Cancer Epidemiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Prerequisite change necessary to ensure adequate academic preparation.
An invalid prerequisite was recoded in the last change. The correct prerequisite has been
added. 4/12 Change course number and S2/S4 coding to allow master's students to take
this course. LGK
ENVH 7239: Public Health Laboratory
JUSTIFICATION:
Pre-requisite change
EPID 7133: Epidemiologic Research Methods I
JUSTIFICATION:
Remove BIOS 6541 as it is no longer taught
EPID 7135: Epidemiology of Infectious Disease
JUSTIFICATION:
Removed BIOS 6541 as prerequisite
EPID 8130: Field Methods in Epidemiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Removal of BIOS 6541
EPID 8230: Observational Study Design and Analysis
JUSTIFICATION:
Removal of BIOS 6541
EPID 9231: Chronic Disease Epidemiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Removal of BIOS 6541 as a pre-requisite. Also, EPID 7134 needs to be listed as a prerequisite andnot a co-requisite. This was causing scheduling issues.
Deleted Course:
BIOS 6541: Biostatistics for Biostatistics & Epidemiology Majors
JUSTIFICATION:
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The course is no longer taught and therefore does not need to be an active course.
MOTION: Dr. He made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Biostatistics,Epidemiology, and Environmental Health Sciences. A second was made by Dr.
McGibony, and the motion to approve the Revised Courses and Deleted Course was passed.
Dr. Town stated prior to the meeting there was a discussion to send the BIOS 7431 item back
because thecourse needs a total revision to the SLOs. The college agreed to have the item sent back
and they will resubmit the item in a later meeting.
Additional suggestions were made for some of the other course revisions. The department agreed
for thefollowing items to be rolled back so that the SLOs could be revised to make them more
measurable: EPID9131, EPID 7235, ENVH 7239, EPID 7133, and EIPD 8230.
AMENDED MOTION: Dr. Bill Mase made an amended motion to send Course Revision BIOS 7431
back to the department for additional changes, and to approve the remaining items submitted by
the Department ofBiostatistics, Epidemiology, and Environmental Health Sciences, with the
understanding that the suggested revisions be made. A second was made by Dr. He, and the motion
to approve the remainingRevised Courses and Deleted Course was passed.
VI.

OLD BUSINESS
A.

Registrar’s Update
Ms. Doris Mack provided the following updates:
• The deadline to submit curriculum items for the March 10th Graduate
Committee meeting is February 17th, and the April 14th Graduate Committee
meeting deadline is March 24th.
• The last day to withdraw without academic penalty is March 7th.
• Early Fall 2022 registration begins on March 7th for Student Accessibility Resource
Center (SARC) and Learning Support. Registration for other students begins on March
21st.

VII.

ANNOUNCEMENTS – There were no announcements made.

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned on February 10, 2022 at 9:30 AM.

Respectfully submitted,
Audie Graham, Recording Coordinator

Minutes were approved February 25, 2022
by electronic vote of Committee Members
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INCLUSIVE EXCELLENCE COMMITTEE
MINUTES
Feb 2, 2022
1:00 pm - 1:45 pm Zoom
Present:
Faculty: Diana Botnaru (WCHP), Alicia Brunson (CBSS), Jeffrey Burson (CAH), Dawn Cannon-Rech (Libraries)
replaced Rebecca Hunnicut (Libraries), Akiv Dawson (CBSS), Mujibur Khan (PCEC), Jessica Orvis (COSM), Mosfequr
Rahman (PCEC), Alex Reyes (COE), Yelena Tarasenko (JPHCOPH)
OIE representative:
Guests: Cary Christian (Faculty Senate President)
Absent: Patrcice Jackson (OIE)

I.

CALL TO ORDER
a. The meeting was called to order by Diana Botnaru at 1:01pm.

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
a. It was our first meeting and there was no official agenda.

III.

CHAIR’S UPDATE
a. None.

IV.

OLD BUSINESS
a. None.

V.

NEW BUSINESS
a. Cary Christian opened the meeting with the election of a Chair. The floor was opened for
nominations. No one stepped forward. Diana Botnaru then offered to serve as Chair until August 1,
when another election could be held. There was unanimous approval and no objections.
b. Alex Reyes asked about term limits for committee members. Cary Christian said we should expect
to stay on the committee for at least two years and then will be looking for 50% turnover after that.
c. Alicia Brunson asked if the meeting time would be the same in the Fall. She has teaching conflicts
with the time. So do others on the committee. Mujibur Khan asked if each meeting would be 2
hours. Cary Christian responded that it depends but to expect most meetings to last for 2 hours.
Diana Botnaru said there is no perfect time but if someone needs to leave to teach, that is
understandable. She will send out an email request to determine availability.
d. Diana Botnaru will reach out to Patrice Jackson on the overall IE Plan for more direction.
e. Diana Botnaru told the story of how the committee came to exist. Each different FS committee has
a different part of the IE plan. Few people understand how it’s all supposed to fit together. This
group will be able to keep a pulse on the plan and the direction. She requested a committee to help
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guide the actions of other committees to provide a bigger picture for IE efforts.
f.

Introductions from Committee members

g. Rebecca Hunnicutt, Library representative, said that she won’t be staying on the committee due to
a change in the library. Nikki Dawn Cannon-Rech is taking her place. She joined the Zoom before
the meeting was over.
h. Alex Reyes asked if every college is sending a representative to this committee. Diana Botnaru
responded yes, except for COB, which is probably just waiting for the regular start of the academic
year. She reminded us that we are starting in the middle of the academic year, which is a bit
unusual.
i.

Diana Botnaru asked the committee about the campus we are representing. Only one person (Alicia
Brunson) represents Armstrong. Diana asked Cary to recommend Armstrong representation during
the next SEC meeting.

j.

Diana Botnaru pointed out that we haven’t had time to read the draft of the IE Plan developed by
the Faculty Senate. She said we should do that before our next meeting.

k. Diana Botnaru also suggested that committee members find out the name of the college DEI
committee chair.
l.

Alex Reyes asked if we are going to liaise with PDAC. Both Cary and Diana said that yes, we
should.

m. Mujibur Khan asked about how decisions are made in this committee. Diana Botnaru responded
that we collaborate. She pointed out that we have no executive power over other committees. Cary
Christian pointed out that we can have items go to the full Senate that could have the power to
change what is being done in other committees.
n. Alicia Brunson asked if there is a definition for IE. Diana Botnaru responded that the Office of IE
has a definition and she will share it.
o. Jeff Burson pointed out that we should have a coordination plan among the various department and
college faculty committees so we don't duplicate efforts. Cary Christian said that was a wonderful
function for this committee. We can 1) help committees learn what other committees are doing and
2) serve as a way to share good ideas with others.
p. Nikki Cannon-Rech asked if all colleges defined IE for themselves. She said the library did this.
Alex Reyes said that yes, every college did. There is going to be a new dashboard to make
information available- some to the public and some just for the GS faculty/staff. It has not been
launched yet. Tajuan Wilson mentioned it at PDAC. Patrice Buckner-Jackson will be taking it over
and there will be an update at the next PDAC meeting. Diana Botnaru said we should get these
plans and share them with chairs of the committees. Alex Reyes said that college plans should be
available on Jazzkia in OIE.
q. Diana Botnaru pointed out that the Faculty Senate is on the faculty side and not staff. Staff have
another separate addressing of IE.
r.

Diana Botnaru asked about IE faculty training for the Faculty Senate. Cary Christian said that what
used to be Building a Better U will have entire certifications in IE. This is coming to the SEC for a
more formal rollout.

s. Mujiur Khan asked if there is any college or department that has developed a way to measure IE?
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Diana Botnaru responded that the OIE plan is supposed to do that. Measurable outcomes are part
of the plan.
t.

VI.
VII.
VIII.

Diana Botnaru will send out an agenda for our next meeting. She asked if Google Drive is okay for
organizing materials. Answer from us- yes.Cary Christian pointed out that the institutional policy
review is coming up. This committee can get involved. There is a lot of information going into this
policy review that will be a useful starting point for this committee.

OTHER
ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURNMENT: 1:45 pm. Diana Botnaru moved to adjourn and it was seconded by Alex Reyes.

Respectfully submitted, Date: 2/4/2022
Diana Botnaru, Committee Chair Jessica Orvis, Scribe
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STUDENT SUCCESS COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes
Spring 2022 / Meeting 2
February 10, 2022
2 - 4 pm
Members present: Katie Mercer, Kitty Crawford, Salman Siddiqui, Vivian Bynoe, Amy Jo Riggs,
LeighAnn Williams, Mark Whitesel, Elizabeth Rasnick, Dustin Anderson
Members absent: Alicia Brunson, Melanie Miller, Yi Hu, Amy Smith, Justin Evans
Guests: Jennifer Syno, Breanna Calamas, Jessica Williamson, Malerie Payne, Reggie Simpkins
Time Agenda Item
2:00

Academic Affairs Presentations - Representatives spoke about each of their offices on
campus
Jennifer Syno - Advising
Breanna Calamas - Exploratory & Dual Enrollment
Jessica Williamson and Malerie Payne - ASC
Reggie Simpkins - Student Athlete Services
Dustin Anderson - Associate Provost for Student Success

3:00

Old business
•
•

•

Katie Mercer gave update re: Ad Hoc committee re: new BOR policy to include
student success - more below
University Awards of Excellence update
o Katie Mercer notified the committee of her outreach to the provost’s
office regarding timeline for reviewing applicants but no response
o Dustin Anderson notified the committee that Dr. Holt should have the
applicants to him soon and he will pass along to us within the next week
for review
o The committee will work over email to review the applicants and finalize
at our next meeting
University resource creation - What is student success?
o Katie Mercer created two documents: 1) Compilation of data from survey
and dean's letter regarding the definition of student success and 2)
Information page regarding the survey work of the committee
o She requested that the voting members of the committee take a look at
each document and offer up suggestions/changes in the coming days
o The Ad Hoc Committee for PTR and Student Success working group for
student success requested that Katie share this work of the committee to
better equip them for their charge; She will send out to them by 2/11/22
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•

3:15

College presentations on behalf of student success committee regarding what
student success is
o Katie Mercer is presenting on this topic at her college-wide meeting for
the JPHCOPH on 2/11/22; She will use the slides that were created for
this committee and report back regarding how the faculty received the
information.
o No other members reported presenting this information
o Some members reported an enduring lack of clarity regarding student
success in terms of a cohesive explanation they would be comfortable
reporting out to their larger faculty; it was noted that there is still
considerable confusion among the campus community as to the why,
what and how
o Dustin Anderson offered to talk through this with any committee member
to offer more clarity on what can be communicated to our faculty

New business
•

BOR Guidance for student success addition to evaluations
o What does it say?
▪ Katie Mercer presented the language from the BOR guidance
regarding what they consider to be student success along with
examples
▪ Katie Mercer, who also serves on the Ad Hoc committee for PTR
and Student Success, mentioned that those committee members
wanted to see the work of our committee - the survey results - but
Katie communicated that she was unsure if she should share the
information as Dustin Anderson said previously to wait to share it
until the Ad Hoc committee had completed their work. This was
discussed and it was decided that the committee will exercise
agency and share the document with the Ad Hoc committee at this
time as they are also involved in this work. Katie shared the
deidentified, what is student success compiled data with the
student success working group of that committee.
▪ It was decided for the committee to edit the two documents Katie
drafted from above and send out this week to the office of the
associate provost of student success
▪ The intention of the committee is to provide the raw data to
the administration so they know what, how, where to find
student success information at each college - something
that Dr. Christine Ludowise stressed to the committee was
needed as they all do things differently and the institution
could really benefit in their reporting of student success if
they knew what and how to find these items at each
college.
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▪

•

3:50

Another intention is that administration will take note of
college-level initiatives, roadblocks and resources and use
that data constructively
▪ Katie Mercer noted it was her feeling that this type of
survey administration was beyond the purview of this
committee and should be handled by another entity in the
future
o Are we ready to brainstorm faculty learning opportunities related to
student success?
▪ No - student success definitions and criteria are still in flux
Katie Mercer suggested a review of this committee charge next meeting and
plan next steps for proceeding with duties

Adjourned
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UNDERGRADUATE COMMITTEE
MINUTES
Tuesday, February 15, 2022
3:30 P.M.
Present:

Dr. Christopher Barnhill, WCHP; Dr. Beth Burnett, University Libraries; Dr. David
Calamas, AEPCEC; Dr. Ann Henderson, PCOB; Dr. Lucas Jensen, COE; Dr. Josh
Kies, WCHP; Dr. Amanda Konkle, CAH; Dr. Yongki Lee, COSM; Dr. Marylou
Machingura, COSM; Dr. Dwight Sneathen, PCOB; Dr. Jason Tatlock, CAH; Dr.
James Thomas, JPHCOPH; Dr. Mckinley Thomas, WCHP; Ms. Lauri Valeri,
CAH; Dr. Clare Walsh, CBSS; Dr. JingJing Yin, JPHCOPH.

Guests:

Dr. Francis Desiderio, Honors College; Dr. Delena Gatch, IAA; Mr. Jeff Garland,
CAH; Dr. Cynthia Groover, Provost Ofﬁce; Ms. Tiffany Hedrick, Ofﬁce of the
Registrar; Ms. Barbara King, IAA Faculty Fellow; Dr. Brian Koehler, COSM; Ms.
Doris Mack, Ofﬁce of the Registrar; Dr. Nandi Marshall, JPHCOPH; Dr. Britton
McKay, PCOB; Dr. Justin Montemarano, COSM; Mr. Norton Pease, CAH; Dr.
Fernando Rios, AEPCEC; Dr. Stephen Rossi, WCHP; Dr. Marcela Ruiz Funes,
CAH; Dr. Shijun Zheng, COSM; Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess, CBSS; Mr. Wayne
Smith, Ofﬁce of the Registrar; Dr. Deborah Thomas, COE; Dr. David Williams,
AEPCEC.

Absent:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim, AEPCEC; Dr. Nedra Cossa, COE; Mrs. Jamie Cromley,
JPHCOPH; Dr. Lauren Mcmillan, University Libraries; Dr. Mohammadhadi
Moazzam, AEPCEC; Dr. Montana Smithey, COE; Dr. Chunshan Zhao, COSM.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Dr. Clare Walsh called the meeting to order on Tuesday, February 15, 2022 at 3:30 P.M.

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda. A second was made by Dr.Dwight
Sneathen and the motion to approve the agenda was passed.

III.

NEW BUSINESS (Click here red/green markup in CIM. Under the “Your Role” dropdown (top
right of screen), select “Undergraduate Committee Chair – FEB”.)
A. College of Behavioral and Social Sciences Department:
Criminal Justice and Criminology
Dr. Barbara King presented the agenda items for the Department of Criminal Justice
and Criminology.

New Course(s)
CRJU 2101: Professional Development and Career Exploration in
Criminal Justice
JUSTIFICATION:
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This course emerged out of ﬁndings from our comprehensive
program review. Both students and employers indicated a need for
more emphasis on professional socialization to better prepare
students for workforce demands.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by
the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second was made by Dr.
Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new course(s) was passed.

Revised Course(s)
CRJU 1210: Introduction to Cybercrime
JUSTIFICATION:

We do not have prerequisites for our introductory courses. This
seems to have been a mistake made in the original proposal. Several
students are having to be overridden iinto the course, especially for
the fall semester.
CRJU 3133: Criminal Procedure
JUSTIFICATION:

Prior to consolidation this course was Criminal Procedure on the
Statesboro campus and Evidence and Procedure at Armstrong.
During consolidation, the department opted for Evidence and
Procedure. Since this time, instructors and students on both
campuses have indicated that combining these two topics is too
much for one class. It also requires the use of two textbooks, creating
an additional ﬁnancial burden for students. Current and previous
instructors also have indicated that Criminal Procedure is the most
important of the two topics. So, the department wants to change the
course back to Criminal Procedure. We will explore the possibility
of creating an evidence class at a later date.
CRJU 3792: Criminal Justice Internship (Non-Capstone)
JUSTIFICATION:

The program recently added this course to satisfy student and
employer demands for more professional experiences. The initial
proposal left the capstone version of this course, CRJU 4792, as
repeatable and did not extend this option to CRJU 3792. Upon
further reﬂection, it makes more sense for this course to be
repeatable and make the capstone version nonrepeatable, as the
capstone is restricted to seniors and intended to be one of the last
courses taken prior to graduation. This change will better facilitate a
primary course goal, speciﬁcally increasing student opportunities for
professional development and career exploration which in turn
provides additional opportunities to connect coursework to the real
world practice of criminal justice.
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CRJU 4792: Internship in Criminal Justice
JUSTIFICATION:

Last year we added a non-capstone internship option to provide
students with opportunities to engage in professional experiences
prior to the end of their academic program. Originally, we left this
course as repeatable and did not designate the non-capstone
option, CRJU 3792, as repeatable. Upon further reﬂection,
maximizing real world learning opportunities is better served by
making CRJU 3792 repeatable, and reserving this course as solely
a capstone option.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s)
was passed.

Inactivated Course(s)
CRJU 3150: Organized Crime
JUSTIFICATION:

This is a course that should have been deactivated with
consolidation and does not appear on any of our program pages.
The course that replaced this one during the consolidation process
is CRJU 4532: Organized Crime in a Global Society.
CRJU 3931: Issues in Homeland Security
JUSTIFICATION:

This course was recently replaced with CRJU 5105 Homeland
Security
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the course
inactivation(s) was passed.
Revised Program(s)
093B: Criminal Justice and Criminology Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

This is updating the course selection to reﬂect curriculum changes.
SLOs also were updated to better reﬂect the difference between the
major and minor.
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BS-CRIM/CYB: Criminal Justice and Criminology B.S. (Emphasis
in Cybercrime)
JUSTIFICATION:

CRJU 3931 is no longer being offered, as it was replaced with
CRJU 5105: Issues in Homeland Security.
Foreign Language is being added to Area F options, as we want to
facilitate and encourage students to develop foreign language skills
that will prepare them for a more globalized world and increase
their competitive advantage on the job market. CRJU 2101 emerged
out of ﬁndings from our comprehensive program review. Both
students and employers indicated a need for more emphasis on
professional socialization to better prepare students for workforce
demands. This also will increase the competitive advantage of our
graduates.
BS-CRIM: Criminal Justice and Criminology B.S. (Emphasis in
Criminal Justice and Criminology)
JUSTIFICATION:

CRJU 3931 is no longer being offered, as it was replaced with
CRJU 5105: Issues in Homeland Security.
Foreign Language is being added to Area F options, as we want to
facilitate and encourage students to develop foreign language skills
that will prepare them for a more globalized world and increase
their competitive advantage on the job market. CRJU 2101 emerged
out of ﬁndings from our comprehensive program review. Both
students and employers indicated a need for more emphasis on
professional socialization to better prepare students for workforce
demands. This also will increase the competitive advantage of our
graduates.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
programs(s) was passed.
Department: Political Science and International Studies
Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess presented the agenda items for the Department of
Political Science and International Studies.

New Course(s)
POLS 4538: Black Feminist Political Thought
JUSTIFICATION:

CRJU 3931 is no longer being offered, as it was replaced with
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CRJU 5105: Issues in Homeland Security.
Foreign Language is being added to Area F options, as we want to
facilitate and encourage students to develop foreign language skills
that will prepare them for a more globalized world and increase
their competitive advantage on the job market. CRJU 2101 emerged
out of ﬁndings from our comprehensive program review. Both
students and employers indicated a need for more emphasis on
professional socialization to better prepare students for workforce
demands. This also will increase the competitive advantage of our
graduates.
POLS 4590: Human Trafﬁcking
JUSTIFICATION:

Human trafﬁcking is the second largest illicit economy in the world
today. The United States and the state of Georgia are signiﬁcantly
impacted by human trafﬁcking as illustrated by the strong
commitment by the state government of Georgia toward
combatting this crime. Our students are an important part of the
picture of understanding and addressing Human Trafﬁcking as they
fall within the age range of those most likely to be trafﬁcked but are
also increasingly interested in getting involved in changing that
statistic. Many of the most proliﬁc employers in the US and abroad
are interested in hiring people with knowledge and experience in
addressing human trafﬁcking, from security organizations and
governments to human rights groups and medical employers. This
course will prepare students to be a vital part of the growing
movement against human trafﬁcking - as citizens and as
employees.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Political Science and International Studies. A
second was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new
course(s) was passed.

Revised Program(s)
BA-PSC: Political Science B.A.
JUSTIFICATION:
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The course, POLS 3334: Film and Politics, which is currently
listed under Political Science Electives should be moved to
Political Theory. It qualiﬁes as a Political Theory course given the
high theoretical content of the course and its emphasis on teaching a
visual appreciation of the operation of political ideas in ﬁlm.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted
by the Department of Political Science and International Studies. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised program(s)
was passed.
Department: Psychology
Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess presented the agenda items for the Department of
Psychology.

Revised Course(s)
PSYC 4485: Evidence-Based Decision-Making
JUSTIFICATION:

In January 2019, the faculty of the psychology recognized a need
for a consistent capstone course: A course that could integrate all
the program goals for the undergraduate psychology major. This
course is a new course that integrates information and skills
acquired as a student progress's through the psychology major.
Also, removed PSYC 3641 from the prerequisites. The course does
not exist. In December 2021 and January 2022, the faculty of the
Psychology Department identiﬁed a class that should have been
included as a prerequisite for this course, but which had been
inadvertently omitted when the course was created with our 2019
revision of the B.S. Program curriculum. This "Edit Course"
submission corrects this omission by adding "and PSYC 3142" to
the prerequisites.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Psychology. A second was made by Dr. Dwight
Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was passed.

Department: Sociology and Anthropology
Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess presented the agenda items for the Department of
Sociology and Anthropology.

New Course(s)
SOCI 2101: Career and Professional Development in Sociology
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JUSTIFICATION:

We are proposing this course as a means to ensure that we prepare
sociology majors for their post-graduate lives.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Sociology and Anthropology. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new course(s)
was passed.
School: Human Ecology
Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess presented the agenda items for the School of Human
Ecology.

Inactivated Course(s)
INDS 2437: Interior Design CAD I
JUSTIFICATION:

This course was replaced by INDS 3327 CAD I - Revit in 2019.
INDS 3437: Interior Design CAD II
JUSTIFICATION:

This course was replaced by INDS 4327 CAD II in 2019.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted
by the School of Human Ecology. A second was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen,
and the motion to approve the course inactivation(s) was passed.
B. College of Education
Dr. Deborah Thomas presented the agenda items for the College of Education.

Department: Middle Grades and Secondary Education
New Course(s)
MGED 4532: Middle Grades Planning and Instruction
JUSTIFICATION:

This course is proposed as part of our program revision. The course
is proposed as a result of review of Key Assessment data,
discussions as a program, feedback on program reports, and review
of programs of study of middle grades programs at other
institutions. The course addresses standards and requirements of the
Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GaPSC) and the
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP).
This course will be required for all middle grades candidates. The
content is intended to build on what candidates have learned in
MGED 3131 and their respective methods courses. Special
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attention is given to assessment, interdisciplinary and integrated
curriculum, and differentiation, and ways that students can plan,
instruct, and assess to meet the needs of all learners.
MSED 4330: Teaching Social Studies through Inquiry
JUSTIFICATION:

The proposed new course will address an important need in the
preparation of middle and secondary social studies educators that is
not currently met by existing courses. The proposed course will
provide teacher candidates with an in-depth study of inquiry-based
pedagogy. Currently, social studies teacher candidates only
complete one methods course which addresses a wide range of
instructional models leaving minimal time for a close examination
of inquiry. The course addresses standards and requirements of the
Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GaPSC) and the
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP).
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted
by the Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new course(s) was
passed.

Revised Course(s)
MGED 3131: Nature and Curriculum Needs of the Middle Grades
Learner
JUSTIFICATION:

The catalog description and student learning course outcomes are
updated as part of a program revision. The new catalog description
highlights course themes; these are aligned with standards for
teacher preparation from the Association for Middle Level
Education. The updated student learning course outcomes are
focused toward program student learning outcomes.
MGED 3232: Methods of Teaching Science in the Middle Grades
JUSTIFICATION:

These changes are submitted as part of a program revision to
reduce the program of study to 120 credit hours. The methods
course incorporates Science content and is counted as an upperlevel content course (consistent with similar programs at other
USGs). The student learning course outcomes are updated to align
with program student learning outcomes. MSED 5333 is removed
as a pre-req to allow for ﬂexibility in scheduling that course with
the program revision.
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MGED 3332: Methods of Teaching Language Arts in the Middle
Grades
JUSTIFICATION:

These changes are submitted as part of a program revision to
reduce the program of study to 120 credit hours. The methods
course incorporates English Language Arts content and is counted
as an upper-level content course (consistent with similar programs
at other USGs). The student learning course outcomes are updated to
align with program student learning outcomes. MSED 5333 is
removed as a
pre-req to allow for ﬂexibility in scheduling that course with the
program revision.
MGED 3432: Methods of Teaching Social Studies in the Middle
Grades
JUSTIFICATION:

These changes are submitted as part of a program revision to
reduce the program of study to 120 credit hours. The methods
course incorporates Social Studies content and is counted as an
upper-level content course (consistent with similar programs at
other USGs). The student learning course outcomes are updated to
align with program student learning outcomes. MSED 5333 is
removed as a pre-req to allow for ﬂexibility in scheduling that course
with the program revision.
MGED 3532: Methods of Teaching Mathematics in the Middle
Grades
JUSTIFICATION:

These changes are submitted as part of a program revision to
reduce the program of study to 120 credit hours. The methods
course incorporates Math content and is counted as an upper-level
content course (consistent with similar programs at other USGs).
The student learning course outcomes are updated to align with
program student learning outcomes. MSED 5333 is removed as a
pre-req to allow for ﬂexibility in scheduling that course with the
program revision.
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MGED 3731: Middle Grades Practicum I
JUSTIFICATION:

The name is changed from “Middle School” to “Middle Grades”
Practicum- the grade band is 4-8, so some candidates have
practica in upper elementary grades. Additionally, the program
name is Middle Grades, and other program courses use the term
“Middle Grades” (rather than “Middle School”) in course titles. The
course description is changed to note that candidates take this
practicum along with a methods course. The previous course
description indicated that candidates may take this practicum
with one of four speciﬁed methods courses. We are changing the
conﬁguration of methods courses as part of a program revision,
so we updated the wording for the practicum courses. We
consolidated many of the course student learning outcomes to
focus these toward program Student Learning Objectives.
MSED 5333 is removed as a pre-req to allow for ﬂexibility in
scheduling that course with the program revision.
MGED 3732: Middle Grades Practicum II
JUSTIFICATION:

The name is changed from “Middle School” to “Middle Grades”
Practicum- the grade band is 4-8, so some candidates have
practica in upper elementary grades. Additionally, the program
name is Middle Grades, and other program courses use the term
“Middle Grades” (rather than “Middle School”) in course titles. The
course description is changed to note that candidates take this
practicum along with a methods course. The previous course
description indicated that candidates may take this practicum
with one of four speciﬁed methods courses. We are changing the
conﬁguration of methods courses as part of a program revision,
so we updated the wording for the practicum courses. We
consolidated many of the course student learning outcomes to
focus these toward program Student Learning Objectives. In this
practicum, candidate performance is evaluated on all 10 Intern
Keys Standards, so the wording of course learning objective 4 is
differentiated from the wording for Middle Grades Practicum I
(MGED 3731). MSED 5333 is removed as a pre-req to allow for
ﬂexibility in scheduling that course with the program revision.
TCLD 4231: Cultural Diversity and ESOL TCLD
JUSTIFICATION:

Removed grade requirement in prerequisite section for EDUC
2090; updated prerequisite language; updated SLOs; updated
catalog and general course description per recommendation
from COE Curriculum Committee.
42

MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education. A
second was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the
revised course(s) was passed.
C. College of Arts and Humanities
Department: Art
Mr. Jeff Garland presented the agenda items for the Department of Art.

Revised Course(s)
ARTH 2531: Art History I
JUSTIFICATION:

Course description better reﬂects updated content. New course
outcomes are more comprehensive and align better to program
goals, objectives and Core Area C goals, and are needed for more
complete program assessment.
ARTH 2532: Art History II
JUSTIFICATION:

Course description better reﬂects updated content. New course
outcomes are more comprehensive and have a closer alignment to
program goals, objectives, and Area C goals--needed for more
complete program assessment.
ARTH 2531 covers Prehistory to Medieval, while ARTH 2532
covers the Renaissance to Contemporary art/cultures. Art, Art
History, and Graphic Design majors receive credit for ARTH
2532 in Area F and must take other courses to fulﬁll their Area C
requirements.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Art. A second was made by Dr. Dwight
Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was passed.

Revised Program(s)
032D: Studio Art Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

Removed the (1) designation on ART 2235 Digital Dimensions.
122Z: Photography/Digital Imaging Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

There was an error in the previous catalog that omitted the (6)
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credit hours in the total number of credits required for the minor.
This left the minor saying (9) instead of 15. This corrects that
error.
792D: Graphic Communications Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

Added a (3) next to "take 1" to the list of credits to make it equal
15. It has always been 15.
BA-ART/AH: Art B.A. (Concentration in Art History)
JUSTIFICATION:

Added ARTS 3840 Advanced Photo that was omitted in last
years catalog and removed the (1) designation from ART 2235
Digital Dimensions.
BA-ART/SA: Art B.A. (Concentration in Studio Art)
JUSTIFICATION:

ARTS 3140 is a course that has existed on the Armstrong
campus; however, it was noticed that this years catalog had that
course omitted from several catalog, program and course pages.
ARTS 3140 has been added under the exploratory credits
available to the students.
ART 2235 Digital Dimensions course is being taught on both
campuses now so the designation for Statesboro has been removed.
This program will be offered on the Statesboro and Armstrong
Campus. This program will not be offered on the Liberty
Campus.

BFA-ART/2D: Art B.F.A. (Concentration in 2D Studio:
Drawing, Painting, Print/Paper/Book Arts, Photography)
JUSTIFICATION:

Removed the (1) designation on ART 2235 Digital Dimensions
and added the ART 4334 Photo Imaging III that was omitted on
last years catalog.
This program will be offered on the Statesboro and Armstrong
Campus.This program will not be offered on the Liberty
BFA-ART/3D: Art B.F.A. (Concentration in 3D Studio:
Ceramics, Small Metals Design, Sculpture, Fiber)
JUSTIFICATION:

Added ARTS 3840 Advanced Photographic Media and removed
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(1) designation from ART 2235 Digital Dimensions
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Art. A second was made by Dr. Dwight
Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised program(s) was passed.
Department: Interdisciplinary Studies
Mr. Norton Pease presented the agenda items for the Department of
Interdisciplinary Studies.

Revised Program(s)
068A: Irish Studies Interdisciplinary Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

This is a revision to an existing approved program.
--Updating Department code/name
--Adding a course to the list in Catalog text
--Updating minor SLOs, Mission
--Adding delivery method

MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Interdisciplinary Studies. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
program(s) was passed.

Department: World Languages and Cultures
Dr. Marcela Ruiz Funes presented the agenda items for the Department of World
Languages and Cultures.

Revised Course(s)
FREN 4010: Women's Voices
JUSTIFICATION:

Title and description change: We updated the curriculum for this
course and changed the topic to make it more relevant to today's
student.
Prerequisite change: By listing any upper-division course, this
allows students who place out of 2002/2060 to take the course
without department approval.
Add asynchronous instruction change: This will allow us to
teach the course F2F or OL, as needed for the program
outcomes.
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MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of World Languages and Cultures. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
Department: Philosophy and Religious Studies
Mr. Norton Pease presented the agenda items for the Department of Philosophy
and Religious Studies.

Revised Program(s)
BA-PHIL: Philosophy B.A.
JUSTIFICATION:

Allows students in Philosophy to take Honors courses in
Philosophy within their major, instead of as electives, assisting
students w/ﬁnancial aid. This program will not be offered on the
following campus(es):Liberty.
BA-PHIL/LAW: Philosophy B.A. (Concentration in Law)
JUSTIFICATION:

Students could take Honors classes in Philosophy in their
major, rather than as electives. This will assist students
w/ﬁnancial aid. This program will not be offered on the
following campus(es):Liberty.
BA-PHIL/RELS: Philosophy B.A. (Concentration in Religious
Studies)
JUSTIFICATION:

Allows students to take Philosophy or Religious Studies Honors
courses within their major, rather than electives. This will assist
students w/ﬁnancial aid. This program will not be offered on the
following campus(es):Liberty.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
program(s) was passed.
School: Gretsch School of Music
Mr. Norton Pease presented the agenda items for the Gretsch School of Music.

Revised Course(s)
MUSC 3232: Methods in Music Education I
JUSTIFICATION:

The School of Music has proposed changing the names of
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several music education courses in order to allow more ﬂexibility
in where speciﬁc content is included.
Rather than structuring the curriculum around children's ages,
the revised curriculum allows more ﬂexibility to address some
content across ages.
In 2020, the COVID pandemic caused P-12 schools to switch to
online teaching and learning, meaning teacher candidates now
need more preparation in online teaching than was in the existing
curriculum. Next, the deaths of and violence to Black, AfricanAmerican, and Asian American citizens, including within our own
state, have underscored the need to more directly address issues
of race and inequity that impact teachers and students. The
recent development of Culturally Sustaining Curriculum has
provided a needed framework for that work. In addition,
resources for teaching Modern Band (rock-band type groups or
classes) have become much more accessible to public school
teachers. Social and Emotional Learning has become much more
prevalent in schools in the past three years. Teacher candidates
need to be familiar with the principles and applications of Social
and Emotional Learning, particularly because music classes are
an ideal place for students to develop that knowledge and skill
base.
Changing the contact hours from pure lecture to one that is
lecture/lab, and the fourth is a ﬁeld experience.
MUSC 4532: Methods in Music Education II
JUSTIFICATION:

The School of Music has proposed changing the names of
several music education courses in order to allow more ﬂexibility
in where speciﬁc content is included.
Rather than structuring the curriculum around children's ages,
the revised curriculum allows more ﬂexibility to address some
content across ages.
In 2020, the COVID pandemic caused P-12 schools to switch to
online teaching and learning, meaning teacher candidates now
need more preparation in online teaching than was in the existing
curriculum. Next, the deaths of and violence to Black, AfricanAmerican, and Asian American citizens, including within our own
state, have underscored the need to more directly address issues
of race and inequity that impact teachers and students. The
recent development of Culturally Sustaining Curriculum has
provided a needed framework for that work. In addition,
resources for teaching Modern Band (rock-band type groups or
classes) have become much more accessible to public school
teachers. Social and Emotional Learning has become much more
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prevalent in schools in the past three years. Teacher candidates
need to be familiar with the principles and applications of Social
and Emotional Learning, particularly because music classes are
an ideal place for students to develop that knowledge and skill
base.
MUSC 4611: Methods in Music Education III
JUSTIFICATION:

The School of Music has proposed changing the names of
several music education courses in order to allow more ﬂexibility
in where speciﬁc content is included.
Rather than structuring the curriculum around children's ages,
the revised curriculum allows more ﬂexibility to address some
content across ages.
In 2020, the COVID pandemic caused P-12 schools to switch to
online teaching and learning, meaning teacher candidates now
need more preparation in online teaching than was in the existing
curriculum. Next, the deaths of and violence to Black, AfricanAmerican, and Asian American citizens, including within our own
state, have underscored the need to more directly address issues
of race and inequity that impact teachers and students. The
recent development of Culturally Sustaining Curriculum has
provided a needed framework for that work. In addition,
resources for teaching Modern Band (rock-band type groups or
classes) have become much more accessible to public school
teachers. Social and Emotional Learning has become much more
prevalent in schools in the past three years. Teacher candidates
need to be familiar with the principles and applications of Social
and Emotional Learning, particularly because music classes are
an ideal place for students to develop that knowledge and skill
base.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Gretsch School of Music. A second was made by Dr.
Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was
passed.
Department: Writing and Linguistics
Mr. Norton Pease presented the agenda items for the Department of Writing
andLinguistics.

Revised Course(s)
LING 4790: Internship in Writing and Linguistics
JUSTIFICATION:
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The Registrar's ofﬁce has requested that the primary grading
mode of this course be changed to (S) Satisfactory rather than (N)
Normal so that this course uses the same mechanism as other
internships throughout the university. Modiﬁed date as
apparently it would not make the January meeting
WRIT 4790: Internship in Writing and Linguistics
JUSTIFICATION:

The Registrar's ofﬁce has requested that the primary grading
mode of this course be changed to (S) Satisfactory rather than (N)
Normal so that this course uses the same mechanism as other
internships throughout the university. Modiﬁed date as
apparently it would not make the January meeting.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Writing and Linguistics. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was
passed.
New Program(s) Creative Writing Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

The department has a broad minor in writing that does not require any
creative courses. A creative writing minor will allow students to specialize
in these creative courses and see that specialization on their transcripts.
Teaching Writing Minor
JUSTIFICATION:

This minor adds clear paths to graduation for both W&L majors and
minors. The Teaching Writing minor is an important collaboration between
Rhetoric and Composition and Linguistics in the W&L department, as it
also ﬁlls an important need for minors outside the department in College of
Education and other colleges. This program will be offered at the Statesboro,
Armstrong, and Online campuses. This program is not offered at Liberty.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Writing and Linguistics. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new program(s) was
passed.
D. College of Science and Mathematics
Dr. Brian Koehler presented the agenda items for the College of Science and
Mathematics.

Department: Dean, Science and Mathematics
Miscellaneous Program(s)- (Information Only)
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54: ABM for BS Sustainability Science to MS Environmental
Science
JUSTIFICATION:

The new MS Environmental Science program was set up with
an Accelerated Bachelors to Masters (ABM) option intended to
allow high-achieving students to complete both their
baccalaureate and masters degrees in ﬁve years, one year earlier
than if the degrees were done separately. The interdisciplinary
MS Environmental Science program was already approved
through the Graduate Committee and the USG, and is expected
to start in Fall 2022.
However, as the ABM portion was never submitted through the
Undergraduate Committee, the Provost Ofﬁce and the OIAA
have requested we send this form through for approval of the
Undergraduate Committee, and as a record that this ABM
program was also approved by the undergraduate departments
whose majors will have the option to count courses toward both
their undergraduate degree and the MS Environmental Science
degree.
The MS Environmental Science degree is attached in the
supporting documentation, for those who would like to see the
details of that program and the ABM information (boiler plate).
Registrar Note: The miscellaneous program will return to the March meeting to be voted
onby the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee members.

Department: Biology
New Course(s)
BIOL 5180: Functional Morphology
JUSTIFICATION:

The course was originally developed as part of an NSF grant and
has been taught as a Selected Topic for several years (2016 to
present). The course ﬁts the BA and BS PLOs. The course will
eventually contribute to the major concentrations.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by
the Department of Biology. A second was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the
motion to approve the new course(s) was passed.
Revised Course(s)
BIOL 2251: Anatomy and Physiology I
JUSTIFICATION:

The University System of Georgia Council on General
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Education approved the common course preﬁx, number, title and
course description for this course. This is a system-wide change
that we are implementing.
SLOs were slightly modiﬁed to more closely follow the new
course description and were included for form completeness.
BIOL 2251L: Anatomy and Physiology I Laboratory
JUSTIFICATION:

The University System of Georgia Council on General
Education approved the common course preﬁx, number, title and
course description for this course. This is a system-wide change
that we are implementing.
SLOs were slightly modiﬁed to more closely follow the new
course description and were included for form completeness.
CIP code was changed to match the CIP code for BIOL
2251 Anatomy and Physiology I lecture.
BIOL 2252: Anatomy and Physiology II
JUSTIFICATION:

The University System of Georgia Council on General
Education approved the common course preﬁx, number, title and
course description for this course. This is a system-wide change
that we are implementing.
SLOs were slightly modiﬁed to more closely follow the new
course description and were included for form completeness.
The prerequisite was changed to reﬂect the corresponding
course number change for Anatomy and Physiology I.
BIOL 2252L: Anatomy and Physiology II Laboratory
JUSTIFICATION:

The University System of Georgia Council on General
Education approved the common course preﬁx, number, title and
course description for this course. This is a system-wide change
that we are implementing.
SLOs were slightly modiﬁed to more closely follow the new
course description and were included for form completeness.
The prerequisite was changed to reﬂect the corresponding
course number change in Anatomy and Physiology I.
BIOL 2260K: Foundations of Microbiology
JUSTIFICATION:

The University System of Georgia Council on General
Education approved the common course preﬁx, number, title and
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course description for this course. This is a system-wide change
that we are implementing.
SLOs were slightly modiﬁed to more closely follow the new
course description and were included for form completeness.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Biology. A second was made by Dr. Dwight
Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was passed.
Miscellaneous Program(s)- (Information Only)
50: ABM for BA/BS Biology to MS Environmental Science
JUSTIFICATION:

The new MS Environmental Science program was set up with
an Accelerated Bachelors to Masters (ABM) option intended to
allow high-achieving students to complete both their
baccalaureate and masters degrees in ﬁve years, one year earlier
than if the degrees were done separately. The interdisciplinary
MS Environmental Science program was already approved
through the Graduate Committee and the USG, and is expected
to start in Fall 2022.
However, as the ABM portion was never submitted through the
Undergraduate Committee, the Provost Ofﬁce and the OIAA
have requested we send this form through for approval of the
Undergraduate Committee, and as a record that this ABM
program was also approved by the undergraduate departments
whose majors will have the option to count courses toward both
their undergraduate degree and the MS Environmental Science
degree.
The MS Environmental Science degree is attached in the
supporting documentation, for those who would like to see the
details of that program and the ABM information (boiler plate).
Registrar Note: The miscellaneous program will return to the March meeting to be voted
onby the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee members.

Department: Chemistry and Biochemistry
Miscellaneous Program(s)- (Information Only)
51: ABM for BA/BS Chemistry and BS Biochemistry, to MS
Environmental Science
JUSTIFICATION:

The new MS Environmental Science program was set up with
an Accelerated Bachelors to Masters (ABM) option intended to
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allow high-achieving students to complete both their
baccalaureate and masters degrees in ﬁve years, one year earlier
than if the degrees were done separately. The interdisciplinary
MS Environmental Science program was already approved
through the Graduate Committee and the USG, and is expected
to start in Fall 2022.
However, as the ABM portion was never submitted through the
Undergraduate Committee, the Provost Ofﬁce and the OIAA
have requested we send this form through for approval of the
Undergraduate Committee, and as a record that this ABM
program was also approved by the undergraduate departments
whose majors will have the option to count courses toward both
their undergraduate degree and the MS Environmental Science
degree.
The MS Environmental Science degree is attached in the
supporting documentation, for those who would like to see the
details of that program and the ABM information (boiler plate).
Registrar Note: The miscellaneous program will return to the March meeting to be voted
onby the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee members.

Department: Geology and Geography
Miscellaneous Program(s)- (Information Only)
52: ABM for BA/BS Geography and BA/BS Geology to MS
Environmental Science
JUSTIFICATION:

The new MS Environmental Science program was set up with
an Accelerated Bachelors to Masters (ABM) option intended to
allow high-achieving students to complete both their
baccalaureate and masters degrees in ﬁve years, one year earlier
than if the degrees were done separately. The interdisciplinary
MS Environmental Science program was already approved
through the Graduate Committee and the USG, and is expected
to start in Fall 2022.
However, as the ABM portion was never submitted through the
Undergraduate Committee, the Provost Ofﬁce and the OIAA
have requested we send this form through for approval of the
Undergraduate Committee, and as a record that this ABM
program was also approved by the undergraduate departments
whose majors will have the option to count courses toward both
their undergraduate degree and the MS Environmental Science
degree.
The MS Environmental Science degree is attached in the
supporting documentation, for those who would like to see the
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details of that program and the ABM information (boiler plate).

Registrar Note: The miscellaneous program will return to the March meeting to be voted
onby the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee members.

Department: Mathematical Sciences
New Course(s)
MATH 1301: Survey of Mathematics
JUSTIFICATION:

This course addresses in a signiﬁcant manner an array of bestpractices for student success and retention in the major. It ﬁlls a
gap in the current mathematics curriculum which lacks early
exposure of students to the breadth of mathematical topics and
concepts they will encounter as they progress through the
program.
These concepts and their applications to careers in mathematics
are explored in a way that is accessible and will motivate
persistence through the freshman and sophomore level
mathematics courses which are justiﬁably heavily focused on the
development of needed computational and problem solving
skills. Whereas in the current program, the interconnection
among mathematical topics does not become readily apparent
until students are in their last years, this course provides a
conceptual framework upon which the deeper mathematical
knowledge of each individual topic can be hung as they are
encountered through coursework. Since mathematics majors
make up only a small percentage of students taking core
mathematics courses, they are often isolated from one another
during their freshman and sophomore years. This course builds a
cohort of majors and creates an additional mechanism for early
engagement with one another and with the department. Finally, the
Survey of Mathematics course also exposes students to a diverse
set of contributors to the ﬁeld of mathematics, allowing students to
expand their image of “mathematician” and hopefully build up
their own STEM identity, also a key factor in retention and success
not only in the program but in their subsequent careers.
MATH 5200: Introduction to Computational Research in
Mathematical Sciences
JUSTIFICATION:

The Department of Mathematical Sciences lacks a course that
provides the math majors with programming experience in
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research problems of mathematical sciences and knowledge and
skills in mathematical and statistical computation. These skills
and experience are increasingly needed in the area of pure and
applied mathematics and statistics.
The educational need of the computational aspect of research in
mathematical sciences is recognized by many institutions such as
Rochester Institute of Technology, Michigan State University,
and Clemson University. They offer a concentration track in
computational mathematics. Nevertheless, this need is often
speciﬁc to mathematical context, and we aim to offer a course
where students experience computational knowledge and projects
in mathematical context. It will broaden students' perspective on
mathematical research, and it could be crucial for the Department
of Mathematical Sciences to recruit more majors.
MATH 5450: Introduction to Mathematical Physics
JUSTIFICATION:

This proposed new interdisciplinary course aims to bring
attention to developing theory and methods in math physics.
Experience and data have shown a growing number of students
from math, physics, and engineering who have expressed a
keen interest for a math course that can provide a systematic
theory, method and tools which a have direct applications in
their majors.
We believe that the creation of this new course in modern math
physics provides refreshing content and is an asset to the existing
curricula in our math programs. It offers students an exclusive
opportunity to explore a blend of theoretical and computational
methods and skills that stand in need of contemporary math
majors. The method of interpretation, higher-resolution analysis,
involving e.g. FFT and FWT transforms are familiar with people
in math, physics, computer science and other engineering majors,
thus this course will help students identify research interests and
better prepare them for graduate studies or for jobs in research
institutes and industry with such demands on the market.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Mathematical Sciences. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new course(s) was
passed.
Miscellaneous Program(s)- (Information Only)
53: ABM for BS Mathematical Sciences to MS Environmental
Science
JUSTIFICATION:
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The new MS Environmental Science program was set up with
an Accelerated Bachelors to Masters (ABM) option intended to
allow high-achieving students to complete both their
baccalaureate and masters degrees in ﬁve years, one year earlier
than if the degrees were done separately. The interdisciplinary
MS Environmental Science program was already approved
through the Graduate Committee and the USG, and is expected
to start in Fall 2022.
However, as the ABM portion was never submitted through the
Undergraduate Committee, the Provost Ofﬁce and the OIAA
have requested we send this form through for approval of the
Undergraduate Committee, and as a record that this ABM
program was also approved by the undergraduate departments
whose majors will have the option to count courses toward both
their undergraduate degree and the MS Environmental Science
degree.
The MS Environmental Science degree is attached in the
supporting documentation, for those who would like to see the
details of that program and the ABM information (boiler plate).
Registrar Note: The miscellaneous program will return to the March meeting to be voted
onby the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee members.

Revised Program(s)
BS-MATH: Mathematical Sciences B.S.
JUSTIFICATION:

This revision simply adds the new introductory major's course
"Survey of Mathematics" (MATH 1301) that the Department
has just created to engage with students earlier while they
complete lower-level mathematics courses required to begin the
majors-level coursework.
The other changes were just updating missing and out-of-date
ﬁelds that had not yet been entered into CIM for this degree (to
match the current Mission Statement and SLO's as listed with
OIAA)
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Mathematical Sciences. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised program(s) was
passed.
Department: Physics and Astronomy

Revised Course(s)
ASTR 4130: Astrophysics
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JUSTIFICATION:

The course description was updated to reﬂect current practices in
the class, and the prerequisite is being changed to ensure that
students are prepared for the course (they should take it in their
junior/senior years after completing the Modern Physics course
listed).
The rest was unchanged but added to complete the CIM records.
PHYS 5557: Quantum Mechanics
JUSTIFICATION:

PHYS 3537 is being removed from the prerequisites, since it is
now an elective course in the Major.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Physics and Astronomy. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised course(s) was
passed.
Revised Program(s) BS-PHYS: Physics B.S.
JUSTIFICATION:

The revision to existing program is intended to change Optics
course to a required course and Modern Physics II course to an
elective course. Assessment results that include Exit surveys and
Major Field Tests reveal the deﬁciency in the core knowledge in
the ﬁeld of Optics. This change should also help with the
progression, since Modern Physics I and Optics can be taken in
any order. Additionally, Program Mission statement was updated
to ﬁt the current mission statement.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Physics and Astronomy. A second was made
by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised program(s) was
passed.
E. Waters College of Health Professions
Department: Health Sciences and Kinesiology
Dr. McKinley Thomas presented the agenda items for the Department of Health
Sciences and Kinesiology.

New Course(s)
HSCC 2020: Introduction to the Health Sciences
JUSTIFICATION:
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Unlike most degree programs, the BHS program does not
currently offer an entry-level, introductory course focused
on health sciences. Providing this
experience will help students identify a speciﬁc concentration that
best meets their academic and career needs. Additionally, this
course will serve as an entry point for program assessment via the
BHS Entry Survey and will be required by all BHS majors
regardless of concentration; our exit point for assessment is with
HSCC 4020 and will remain with this course. Finally, moving
SLO 1 to a position earlier within the curriculum will better
inform our understanding of the students' ability to "examine and
discuss".
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Health Sciences and Kinesiology. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the new
course(s) was passed.
Revised Course(s)
HSCC 4020: Professional Development in the Health Sciences
JUSTIFICATION:

Name Change: HSCC 4020 is now fully online and no longer
utilizes a seminar approach to instruction. Additionally, given the
traditional and much-needed nature of this course (professional
(career) development), this name change will better reﬂect the
course’s intent.
Reduction in Hours: This change will accommodate the
creation of HSCC 2020 Introduction to the Health Sciences
without requiring major alterations to the curriculum.
Addition of HSCC 2020 as a prerequisite: In the absence of a
well-sequenced curriculum, adding this prerequisite should
promote student enrollment into HSCC 2020 earlier within the
program of study. Senior status is currently a prerequisite and
will remain in effect.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Health Sciences and Kinesiology. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
F. Allen E. Paulsen College of Engineering and Computing
Dr. David Williams presented the agenda items for the Allen E. Paulsen College
ofEngineering and Computing.
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Department: Information Technology
Revised Course(s)
IT 5233: Web and Mobile Security Fundamentals
JUSTIFICATION:

Course content no longer requires IT 3132 completion. Made
prerequisites same as that of IT 3132.
The general course description is added.
IT 5236: Distributed and Mobile Systems
JUSTIFICATION:

Course content no longer requires IT 3132 completion. Made
prerequisites same as that of IT 3132.
The General Course Description is added.
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Information Technology. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
Department: Mechanical Engineering

Revised Course(s)
ENGR 1133: Engineering Graphics
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is added.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome,
3. Grade is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.

ENGR 2232: Dynamics of Rigid Bodies
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is added.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome,
3. Grading mode is updated, Audit was added.

\

ENGR 3431: Thermodynamics
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is updated.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome.
3. Grade is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.
4. CIP code is corrected.
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MENG 3333: Materials Processing
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is added.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome,
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.

MENG 3531: Introduction to Mechatronics
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is added.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course.
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is delete

MENG 5333: Robot Dynamics, Design and Analysis
JUSTIFICATION:
1. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course Objective, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome.
2. General Course Description is added.
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.

MENG 5533: Applied Welding and Joining
JUSTIFICATION:
1. The General Course Description is updated.
2. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome,
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.

MENG 5536: Mechanical Controls
JUSTIFICATION:
1. Student Learning Outcomes are updated reﬂect the current requirements of the
Course Objective, and aligned with Program Learning Outcome.
2. General Course Description is added.
3. Grade mode is changed: "Satisfactory" is deleted.

MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Mechanical Engineering. A second was
made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
Department: Manufacturing Engineering

Revised Course(s)
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MFGE 2142: Fundamentals of Engineering Mechanics
JUSTIFICATION:

-General course description and SLO are added.
-"Satisfactory" is removed from "Other Grading Mode".
MFGE 3337: Hydraulics and Electro-mechanical Systems
JUSTIFICATION:

-General course description is added.
-SLO is updated.
-"Satisfactory" is removed from "Other Grading Mode".
MFGE 3541: Energy Science Studio
JUSTIFICATION:

- General course description and SLO are added.
-"Satisfactory" is removed from "Other Grading Mode".
MOTION: Ms. Laura Valeri made a motion to approve the agenda items
submitted by the Department of Manufacturing Engineering. A second
was made by Dr. Dwight Sneathen, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
I.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. Registrar Updates
Mr. Wayne Smith gave a few important date updates: Fall 2022 registration for
StudentAccessability Resourse Center and Learning Support students is March 7, 2022
through March 11, 2022; early registration for all other students begins on March 21,
2022 after Spring Break; and there are two more Graduate/Undergraduate Curriculum
meetings onMarch 10th and 22nd and April 19th and 14th respectively.
Mr. Smith also informed the committee that for any items that are approved pending
revisions have a 5-day deadline to have the edits completed and submitted. If items
have not been returned to the Registrar’s Ofﬁce queue within 5 days, they will be
pushed to thenext meeting.

II.
III.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the committee, the meeting was
adjourned on February 15, 2022 at 4:32 pm.
*Undergraduate Committee meetings are recorded.
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Senate Executive Committee Request Form
SEC via campus mail: PO Box 8033-1

E-Mail: fsoffice@georgiasouthern.edu

Standard View

Close

Request for Information
1/21/2022

SHORT TITLE:
(Please provide a short descriptive title.)
Permanent Faculty Line Replacements and Hirings Requests by College

QUESTION(s):
(Please state your request or requests in question form as concisely as possible.)
Question:
Faculty Welfare Committee would like to request data on the total number of permanent faculty
lines vacated and then the proportion of those lines that were subsequently approved to be
filled within each college. The committee would also like to know what percentage of hiring
requests submitted annually by Deans to the Provost Office are being funded within each
college. We would like data from the last 3 years for both these requests.
RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or administrative
area. Please note what other, if any, attempts you have made to garner this
information before submitting this request to the Faculty Senate.)
Ensuring institutional transparency This request for information aligns with President Marrero’s
prioritization of institutional transparency. Specifically, this request helps us maintain the goal of
institutional transparency of hiring practices and support of academic programs across colleges.
Enabling informed faculty decisions regarding programs and instruction Projections of
instructional capacity and departmental expertise are important to faculty decisions relating to
instructional programs and course content. Such decisions should be informed by reasonably
reliable projections of the size and characteristics of departmental faculty. On the one hand, if
there is substantial risk that a line and/or certain faculty expertise would be lost, it may be
appropriate to consolidate a current program of study by eliminating concentrations and/or
electives. Likewise, a projected risk of reduction in staffing might allow faculty to prepare for
larger sections by contemplating the incumbent needed changes to course design, grading and
assessment. On the other hand, if there is a reasonable likelihood that a retiree's line would
remain in the department with a search authorized, it may be important to change existing
staffing patterns for existing courses (prior to the incumbent's departure) to enhance
consistency and ensure program continuity. In the most optimistic scenario, new programs
and/or courses could be proposed where increases in staffing along with acquisition of new
areas of expertise can be anticipated.
If you have an attachment, press the button below to attach to form and send.
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file

SUBMITTED BY:
pchristian

PHONE NO:
912-344-3612

E-MAIL ADDRESS:
amypotter@georgiasouthern.edu

RE-ENTER EMAIL
amypotter@georgiasouthern.edu

ACCEPTABLE USE POLICY
This site is for use exclusively by Georgia Southern University faculty,
staff, and administrators. Submissions are reviewed by the SEC for
relevance to the mission and business of the Faculty Senate. This site
is a tool not for debate but solely for information exchange. Redundant
and contentious submissions will not be accepted.
Note to faculty users: Double-check your data before submitting, because the data
cannot by edited afterward

SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ACTION

2/11/2022
Response:
Approved
Executive Committee Response:
Approved by the SEC at the February 11, 2022 meeting. Provost Carl Reiber provided the
following response: As is noted in the budget narrative for FY22 - "To put it all into perspective,
FY20 and FY21 represented $32.6M in total recurring budget reductions for Georgia Southern
comprising 298 positions eliminated (89 faculty and 209 staff). We are proud of the efficiencies
we have gained in this strategic review process but are now at a point of program elimination if
further reductions are necessary." Under the direction of both President Marrero and Provost
Reiber, the budget process at Georgia Southern University for the past several years has been
made transparent through open discussions at the departmental, college and division levels
with the sharing of all FY budget documents university wide. These documents can be found on
the MyGeorgiaSouthern portal under the “Performance Excellence” tab. Under this tab you can
find FY21, FY22 and FY23 budget documents. In these documents the number of faculty lines
given up to support budget cuts are listed both in total as well as by line as well as the total
dollars used for redirection. Redirected funds were provided to units who saw increased
enrollment demands due to increases in program headcount and SCH. Specific departmental or
college level questions should be directed to chairs and deans.

RECENT CONTEXT
In the summer of 2020 the State of Georgia tasked that all University System of Georgia (USG)
institutions implement a 10.8% budget reduction due to the impact of COVID-19 on the state’s
economy. The result of this budget reduction on Academic Affairs was a $7,575,378.00 cut to faculty
salary lines and non-personnel related funds.
A total of 40 faculty lines were identified to help meet the required budget reduction. These lines were
identified based on being open from previous year(s), vacant due to a faculty member departing, or
would be vacated by the end of the fiscal year due to a departure or retirement. The total funds
resulting from these 40 faculty lines was $4,260,387.00. In addition to these 40 lines, four faculty lines
were frozen where the faculty member’s salary was being paid by an outside entity such as the NSF,
DoD or NIH, for a total of $340,962.00. The total faculty personnel funding cut was $4,601,349.00. The
budget cuts also included $1,300,000.00 in travel allocation, a $1,700,000.00 cut in operating funds and
$315,000.00 in equipment cuts for a total of $3,315,000.00. These plus the faculty lines cuts equals the
$7,916,349.00 total, not including staff position cuts pushing this total to just under $8M.
FISCAL YEAR 2023 – NEW FUNDING
The FY22 budget realized $4,685,227.00 available funds to search for 42 faculty positions as identified by
the colleges as high priority positions and the return of the previously frozen 4 positions at $340,962.00
for a total of $5,026,189.00 directed to faculty hires. Approximately, 80 faculty positions became open
between FY21/22 and we provided funds to search for 42 plus refunding the 4 frozen lines.
The proposed FY23 budget will include funds generated by vacant or soon to be vacated faculty
positions for a total of $8,700,000.00 and 75 searches (existing funds, various ranks) and if approved 10
new faculty positions totaling $1,042,684.00 (see below).

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

School of Nursing
College of Public Health
Logistics and Supply Chain Management
JPHCOPH and WCHP
Information Technology
Curriculum Studies
Political Science
Interior Design
Respiratory Therapy

Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding
Pending New Funding

Assistant Professor
Assistant Professor
Assistant or Associate Professor
Assistant or Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Assistant Professor
Assistant Professor
Assistant Professor
Assistant Professor

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

$193,482
$53,317
$211,608
$135,030
$77,597
$92,912
$86,531
$92,912
$99,295

$1,042,684

ANNUAL PROCESS
Each college is provided with a hiring budget (in terms of dollars) based on faculty positions open after
the budget reductions not based on positions or lines. Each college is asked to prioritize their hiring
requests within the provided dollar figure and to include metrics of justification (department SCH/HC
growth or reduction year over year and over a three year time period). If a program or college is losing
or gaining SCH/HC the dean must factor this into their college wide conversations and budget hearing
request. Deans, Associate Deans and Chair positions must include a step-back line/salary and a salary or
stipend for the new administrator. After having discussed priorities with the departments, each college
budget team presents their request to the Office of the Provost team (including the Provost) in a
prioritized manner and each college receives the number of faculty positions that fits within their
allotted dollar figure or hiring budget.

Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee Student Success and Post Tenure Review
Report to the Senate Executive Committee
March 18, 2022
The ad hoc committee has met three times as an entire group and multiple times in subgroups to address the BOR changes to the elements
of faculty evaluation. Members have also actively engaged in online work using Google documents since their work began.
The committee has engaged in a number of activities to seek faculty feedback. After distributing to the faculty the draft guidelines we
received from the USG, we conducted a survey of faculty to seek feedback on how these changes should be handled. 118 faculty
responded to that survey. Members of the committee also sought feedback within their own colleges and a number of faculty emailed
feedback to their representatives or directly to the chair of the committee.
The survey asked faculty whether a separate section should be added to the annual report form to cover student success activities. Notably
85.6% of the 188 faculty who responded were opposed to student success representing a separate section on annual reports. The faculty
also provided a number of open-ended comments and suggestions on the changes put forward by the Board of Regents, as well as general
comments on the evaluation process at GA Southern.
In particular, a number of faculty provided feedback that they seek a clearer understanding of how annual evaluation and “special
evaluations” are linked, particularly given the stated expectation in the new BOR guidelines that annual evaluations provide specific
feedback on faculty member’s progress towards their next major review.
We are submitting the following draft recommendations to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee for discussion by the Faculty Senate. In
addition, we will release these across university listservs with a link to a survey for feedback from faculty. Faculty may also contact
committee members directly to provide feedback. We are also soliciting feedback from the Office of Inclusive Excellence, as well as
Academic Affairs (including chairs and deans).

DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

Given faculty feedback and the reality that student success activities overlap with the three primary areas of faculty
responsibilities (teaching, scholarship/creative activity, and service), the committee is NOT recommending that faculty annual
reports include a separate section for reporting of involvement in student success activities. Rather we have edited the faculty
handbook to include student success activities and professional development within these sections and to prompt faculty to report
these activities within their appropriate sections. We suggest that the annual report form also be edited to prompt faculty to report
these activities within their appropriate sections.

2.

In response to the BOR changes to evaluation policies and procedures as well as feedback we have received from faculty on
evaluation procedures generally, we are submitting suggested revisions to the Faculty Handbook to attempt to address these
changes and improve our processes. These are attached below.
RATIONALE FOR SUGGESTED REVISIONS TO FACULTY HANDBOOK

As indicated below involvement in student success activities has been added as a specific criterion at all faculty ranks. What student
success activities will “count” and how involvement will be assessed is a question for specific unit and college policies. The USG Student &
Academic Affairs Handbook Sect 4.4 includes the following language on this point. We have added references to involvement in student
success activities throughout the appropriate sections of the Faculty Handbook.
“Evaluation of the Student Success component will involve an assessment of the faculty member’s involvement in activities inside
and outside the classroom that deepen student learning and engagement for all learners. These aspects may include effective
advising and mentoring; undergraduate and graduate research; other forms of experiential learning; engagement in other high impact
practices; the development of student success tools and curricular materials; strategies to improve student career success;
involvement in faculty development activities; and other activities identified by the institution to deepen student learning. Examples
include, but are not limited to, Centers for Teaching and Learning, Chancellor’s Learning Scholars, Faculty Learning Communities
and MomentumU@USG.”
The proposed Faculty Handbook changes below are also mindful of the following changes to the BOR Policies on the criteria for evaluation,
promotion and tenure. In particular, the addition of the involvement in student success activities is both a new category and changes the
minimum number of “noteworthy” categories of evaluation.
Criteria for Promotion
“The minimum criteria are:
1.Excellent teaching and effectiveness in instruction;
2.Noteworthy involvement in student success activities;
3.Noteworthy professional service to the institution or the community;
4.Noteworthy research, scholarship, creative activity, or academic achievement; and,
5.Continuous professional growth and development
Noteworthy achievement in all of the above areas is not required, but should be demonstrated in at least three areas.” (BOR 8.3.6.1)
Criteria for Tenure
“The minimum criteria for tenure are demonstrating:
1. Excellence and effectiveness in teaching and instruction;
2. Outstanding involvement in student success activities;
3. Academic achievement, as appropriate to the institution’s mission;

4. Outstanding service to the institution, profession, or community; and,
5. Professional growth and development.
Noteworthy achievement is required in at least two of the above categories, but is not required in all categories.” (BOR 8.3.7.3)
Given the prescribed Likert scale to be used by all institutions for annual evaluations (USG Student & Academic Affairs Handbook Sect 4.4)
and feedback from faculty that existing inconsistencies in descriptors used throughout the existing GA Southern Faculty Handbook are
sources of confusion, the committee has attempted to unify the descriptors used on evaluations throughout the document. The Likert Scale
and related descriptors are identified in section 305.01 so as to define those descriptors early on. We propose a change in the descriptors
used for “special evaluations” (eg. pre-tenure review, third=year review, post-tenure review, etc) to make them consistent with the
descriptors used by the USG and to provide a clearer connections between annual evaluations and these “special evaluations”.
Finally, the recommendations strive to address the following changes to the BOR policies related to evaluation processes:
1. The addition of a required Performance Remediation plan if a faculty member receives an evaluation of 1 – Does Not Meet
Expectations or 2 – Needs Improvement in any one category of a single annual evaluation.
2. The addition of a required “Corrective” Post Tenure Review Process if a faculty member receives an evaluation of 1 – Does
Not Meet Expectations or 2 – Needs Improvement in any one category of a second annual evaluation (ie. two years in a row)
3. The addition of a required Performance Improvement Plan if a faculty member receives an unsatisfactory review on a Post
Tenure Review (regularly scheduled or “corrective”)
4. The possible consequences of unsatisfactory completion of the requirements of the Performance Improvement Plan.
5. The addition of a required Performance Remediation Plan if a faculty member received an unsatisfactory evaluation on a pretenure review.
Given the potential consequences of each of these changes for faculty workload, rank, and/or continued employment, we have proposed
mechanisms to ensure open communication and increase peer review throughout the stages of the related evaluation processes. Feedback
from faculty and discussions among the committee members indicate that some colleges follow many of these procedures already, while
others do not. We believe consistency is necessary to ensure equity in the application of these procedures.
Selected relevant sections of the USG Academic & Student Affairs Handbook and BOR Policy Handbook include
4.4 Faculty Evaluation Systems

https://www.usg.edu/academic_affairs_handbook/section4/C2845/#p4.4_faculty_evaluation_systems

8.3.5.4 Post Tenure Review
4.7
Post tenure Review

https://www.usg.edu/policymanual/section8/C245/#p8.3.5_evaluation_of_personnel
https://www.usg.edu/academic_affairs_handbook/section4/C690

8.3.6 Criteria for Promotion
8.3.7 Criteria for Tenure

https://www.usg.edu/policymanual/section8/C245/#p8.3.6_criteria_for_promotion
https://www.usg.edu/policymanual/section8/C245/#p8.3.7_tenure_and_criteria_for_tenure

Note: While we have not edited all sections of the Faculty Handbook, the committee recommends the removal of all gendered pronouns
throughout (she/he; his/her) and the replacement of they/their. Similarly the USG Handbook and BOR Policy Manual use the term academic
unit head, rather than department chair. We use academic unit head to refer to the department chair throughout our changes. We note that
there are inconsistencies in other sections of the handbook with respect to this language which should be edited if consistency is desired.
2021-2022 GA Southern faculty Handbook in its entirety: https://digitalcommons.georgiasouthern.edu/fac-handbook/
305.01 FACULTY EVALUATION
BEGINNING PAGE 38 (2021-2022 FACULTY HANDBOOK)
Existing Language

Intro paragraph

The criteria described below apply to all types of faculty evaluation.
Evaluators of faculty at all levels shall seek evidence of sustained effort,
involvement, and record of achievement. Accomplishments which have
enriched the student learning experience are valued most. The entire body
of work submitted by candidates shall be considered, though the most
recent work shall be afforded greater consideration by the deliberating
bodies at each level of evaluation. The four Board of Regents’ criteria of
superior teaching, outstanding service to the institution, academic
achievement, and professional growth and development are to be applied
where appropriate. While the manifestations of faculty achievement may
vary across disciplines, the qualities represented in these criteria shall be
the predominant basis for evaluation and shall be reflected in college and
departmental governance documents.

Recommended Language
*language in green is from BOR Policy Handbook and/or USG Handbook
*language in yellow is wording from committee
The criteria described below apply to all types of faculty evaluation. Evaluators of faculty at all
levels shall seek evidence of sustained effort, involvement, and record of achievement.
Accomplishments which have enriched the student learning experience are valued most. The
entire body of work submitted by candidates shall be considered, though the most recent work
shall be afforded greater consideration by the deliberating bodies at each level of evaluation.
Evaluation materials will apply where appropriate the five Board of Regents criteria: excellence
in teaching; service to the institution, profession or community; scholarly achievement;
professional growth and development; and promotion of student success. While the
manifestations of faculty achievement may vary across disciplines, the qualities represented in
these criteria shall be the predominant basis for evaluation and shall be reflected in college
and departmental governance documents.
Tenure-track faculty, tenured faculty, and faculty outside of the tenure process should be
evaluated based upon their academic discipline-specific criteria, and the institutional
evaluation rubric, consistent with the system-level review policies and guidelines. All USG
annual faculty evaluations must utilize the following Likert scale:
1 – Does Not Meet Expectations
2 – Needs Improvement

3 – Meets Expectations
4 – Exceeds Expectations
5 – Exemplary
Noteworthy achievement as referenced in BOR Policy 8.3.7.3 on Criteria for Tenure and
throughout this document is reflective of a 4 or 5 on the above Likert Scale. Deficient and
unsatisfactory as referenced throughout this document is reflective of a 1 or a 2 on the above
Likert Scale (USG Academic & Student Affairs Handbook 4.4).

Teaching

A demonstrated record of superior, effective teaching is the first and most
important area of evaluation. Superior teaching is reflective, studentcentered, respectful of the diversity of students, multimodal, and focused
on student learning outcomes. Teaching represents professional activity
directed toward the dissemination of knowledge and the development of
critical thinking skills. Such activity typically involves teaching in the
classroom, laboratory, or studio, and direction of research, fulfillment of
professional librarian responsibilities, mentoring, and the like. Teaching
evaluation procedures should include both formative and summative
elements. All teaching evaluation procedures should include student
ratings of instruction and a narrative or self-evaluation that includes
reflections of how professional pedagogical development (e.g.,
conferences/workshops on teaching and learning, course development) is
applied. Further evidence of excellence in teaching can be found in
classroom evaluations by peers and/or the department chair, examination
of student work, as well as other evaluation methods not listed here.
Student ratings of instruction shall not be the sole measure of teaching
effectiveness for any review, nor shall instructors be ranked according to
student ratings for evaluation; rather, a complete picture should be
obtained through multiple sources. Documentation of teaching
effectiveness is the responsibility of the faculty member.

Teaching

A demonstrated record of excellence in teaching is a minimum criterion for all professorial
ranks, and therefore the first and most important area of evaluation. Excellent teaching is
reflective, student-centered, respectful of the diversity of students, multimodal, and focused
on student learning outcomes. Teaching represents professional activity directed toward the
dissemination of knowledge and the development of critical thinking skills. Such activity
typically involves teaching in the classroom, laboratory, or studio, and outside of the classroom
in the direction of research, field placements/internships, fulfillment of professional librarian
responsibilities, mentoring, and the like. Teaching evaluation procedures should include both
formative and summative elements. All teaching evaluation procedures should include student
ratings of instruction and a narrative or self-evaluation that includes reflections of how
professional pedagogical development (e.g., conferences/workshops on teaching and learning,
course development) is applied and how student success (eg. the deepening of student
learning and engagement for all learners, together with established strategies to improve
student completion rates regardless of race, gender, age, or socioeconomic status (BOR 2022))
is addressed. Further evidence of excellence in teaching can be found in classroom evaluations
by peers and/or the academic unit head, examination of student work, as well as other
evaluation methods not listed here.
Student ratings of instruction shall not be the sole measure of teaching effectiveness for any
review, nor shall instructors be ranked according to student ratings for evaluation; rather, a
complete picture should be obtained through multiple sources. Documentation of teaching
effectiveness is the responsibility of the faculty member.

As involvement in study success activities is expected at all professorial ranks, faculty are
encouraged to report how their teaching activities impact student success. Professional
development activities focused on improving or expanding upon one’s teaching should also be
reported.

Scholarship

Scholarship/Creative Activity

Service

Service

The significance of scholarly accomplishments shall be judged rigorously
within the context of the discipline. Candidates must provide evidence of
work that has been selected for dissemination through peer-reviewed
venues. Scholarship includes the discovery, integration, development,
application, and extension of knowledge as well as aesthetic creation and
is often demonstrated by publications and presentations designed for
professional audiences. Scholarship is manifested in articles, scholarly
books and texts, reports of research, creative works, textbooks, scholarly
presentations, research grants, demonstration grants, papers read, panel
participation, exhibits, performances, professional and academic honors
and awards, additional professional training or certification, degrees
earned, and postdoctoral work.

Faculty are expected to make service contributions to their professions and
to the institution. Service at the department/school, college, and university
levels is essential to the well-being of the University. Service includes the
application of one’s expertise in the discipline for the benefit of a
professional organization, the community, or the institution. Service also
includes the academic advisement of Georgia Southern University students.
Additionally, service may include work in schools, businesses, museums,
social agencies, government, etc., as well as activities undertaken on behalf
of the University. Consulting shall be designated as paid or unpaid.

The significance of scholarly/creative accomplishments shall be judged rigorously within the
context of the discipline. Candidates must provide evidence of work that has been selected for
dissemination through peer-reviewed venues. The University System of Georgia (USG) and
Georgia Southern recognize and equally value all four types of scholarship identified by Boyer
(1990): the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of application, the scholarship of
integration, and the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL). Creative scholarship includes
the discovery and dissemination or application of knowledge and the creation, development,
and application or production of works of art, design, and aesthetic creations. Scholarship is
manifested in a number of ways including (but not limited to) articles, scholarly books and
texts, reports of research, creative works, textbooks, open educational resources, scholarly
presentations, research grants, demonstration grants, papers read, panel participation,
exhibits, performances, professional and academic honors and awards, additional professional
training or certification, degrees earned, and postdoctoral work. As involvement in study
success activities is expected at all professorial ranks, faculty are encouraged to report how
their scholarly activities and/or creative activity impact student success. Professional
development activities focused on improving or expanding upon one’s scholarly/creative
agenda should also be reported.
Faculty are expected to make service contributions to their professions and to the institution.
Service at the department/school, college, and university levels is essential to the well-being of
the University. Service includes the application of one’s expertise in the discipline for the
benefit of a professional organization, the community, or the institution. Service also includes
involvement or support of co-curricular student success initiatives focused on recruitment and
retention, affordability, access and infrastructure, intellectual, academic, personal or
professional development of Georgia Southern University students. Additionally, service may
include work in schools, businesses, museums, social agencies, government, etc., as well as
activities undertaken on behalf of the University. Consulting shall be designated as paid or
unpaid.As involvement in study success activities is expected at all professorial ranks, faculty
are encouraged to report how their service activities impact student success. Professional

development activities focused on improving or expanding upon one’s teaching should also be
reported.
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305.04 Types of Evaluations
A. Each full-time, continuing faculty member is evaluated annually to ensure effective performance and facilitate improvement. Annual
evaluations also serve as the basis for recommending merit salary increases and determining continuation of non-tenured, tenure-track
faculty, and non-tenure track faculty.
B. Visiting (limited-term) faculty are evaluated annually (or at the end of the semester if appointed full time for one semester).
C. Part-time faculty are evaluated at the end of the semester of appointment (or term of appointment if appointed for a full year).
D. Teaching adjunct (honorary, uncompensated) faculty are evaluated at the conclusion of the semester of appointment (or term of
appointment if teaching for an academic year).
E. Special evaluations are made for the following specific decisions, applicable to full-time, continuing faculty:
• pre-tenure review
• tenure review
• promotion review
• post-tenure review
• third-year lecturer review
• sixth-year lecturer review and promotion to senior lecturer (promotion not required as part of a successful review)
• senior lecturer promotion to principal lecturer
• fifth-year follow-up review of lecturers after the initial sixth-year review and fifth-year review of senior lecturers and principal lecturers
• non-tenure track faculty and clinical faculty fifth-year review and promotion (promotion not required as part of a successful review)
• Non-tenure track faculty and clinical faculty promotion review

Types of Faculty Evaluations
Evaluation

Annual
Review

Description

A review of the
performance and
achievements of each
faculty member as
related to the faculty
member’s stated goals
and
objectives for the year.
Annual reviews are
conducted on every
single faculty member,
including full-time, parttime, visiting, and
adjunct faculty.

Existing Language
Schedule

• Faculty submit a report of their professional activities to the
department chair by early January.
• Department chairs conduct annual faculty reviews January
through March.
• First year probationary faculty receive notification by February
1st if a contract will not be offered for the following year.
• Second year probationary faculty receive notification by
November 1st if a contract will not be offered for the
following year.
• All other faculty receive notification by August 1st if a
contract will not be offered for the following year.
• Salary increase recommendations—based on the annual
reviews—are made in April (if available that year).

Recommended Language

Schedule

*language in green is from BOR Policy
Handbook and/or USG Handbook
*language in yellow is wording from committee
• Faculty submit a report of their professional activities to the
academic unit head by early January.
• Academic unit heads conduct annual faculty reviews January
through March.
*Faculty are provided copies of their annual evaluations no later
than April 1.
• First year probationary faculty receive notification by February
1st if a contract will not be offered for the following year.
• Second year probationary faculty receive notification by
November 1st if a contract will not be offered for the
following year.
• All other faculty receive notification by August 1st if a
contract will not be offered for the following year.
• Salary increase recommendations—based on the annual
reviews—are made in April (if available that year).
*All USG annual evaluations must utilize the following Likert scale:
1) Does Not Meet Expectations, 2) Needs Improvement, 3)
Meets Expectations, 4) Exceeds Expectations, and 5)
Exemplary. (USG Faculty & Student Affairs Handbook § 4.4)

Pre-Tenure
Review

A comprehensive review
of the performance and
achievements of nontenured, tenure-track
faculty members
conducted in the third
year of the probationary
period or at the midpoint of the
probationary period if
the faculty member has
probationary credit.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in mid-September
and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit pre-tenure reviews to the dean’s office in
early February. • Dean’s office submits summary memorandum*
to the Provost’s Office in mid April.
*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the findings
at each prior level of review for each candidate, noting whether
the candidate met expectations, exceeded expectations, or fell
below expectations. The dean also includes his/her own evaluation
of the candidate regarding whether the candidate’s performance
met expectations, exceeded expectations, or fell below
expectations.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in mid-September
and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit pre-tenure reviews to the dean’s office in
early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the Provost’s
Office in mid April.
*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the findings
at each prior level of review for each candidate, noting whether
the candidate established a record of accomplishments which was
noteworthy, met expectations, or unsatisfactory (see section
305.01 above). The dean also includes his/her own evaluation of
the candidate regarding whether the candidate’s performance
was noteworthy, met expectations, or unsatisfactory.

Third-year
Review

A comprehensive review
of the performance and
achievements of
lecturers, non-tenure
track faculty, and clinical
faculty

Tenure

A comprehensive review
of the performance and
achievements of nontenured, tenure-track
faculty members
conducted in the fifth or
sixth year of the
probationary period for
consideration of the
award of tenure.

• Deans submit tenure reviews to the Provost’s Office in early
December via SharePoint.
• Tenure review at the university level completed by the
end of January.
• If approved, tenure is effective August 1st.
• If review is unfavorable, a nonrenewal letter is issued to the
faculty member no later than August 1st.

• Deans submit tenure reviews to the Provost’s Office in early
December via SharePoint.
• Tenure review at the university level completed by the
end of January. • If approved, tenure is effective August
1st.
• If review is unfavorable, a nonrenewal letter is issued to the
faculty member no later than August 1st.

Post-Tenure
Review

A systematic, periodic,
cumulative review of all
tenured faculty
members which focuses on
identifying faculty
development
opportunities that are
mutually beneficial for
the faculty member and
the institution.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in mid-September
and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit post-tenure reviews to the dean’s office in
early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the Provost’s
Office in mid March.
*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate,
noting whether the candidate met expectations, exceeded
expectations, or fell below expectations. The dean also
includes his/her own evaluation of the candidate regarding
whether the candidate’s performance met expectations,
exceeded expectations, or fell below expectations.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in mid-September
and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit post-tenure reviews to the dean’s office in
early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the Provost’s
Office in mid-March.

A comprehensive review
of the performance and
achievements of lecturer
faculty members
conducted in the
sixth year of service
for consideration of
continuing
appointment and/or
promotion to senior
lecturer.

• Deans submit lecturer reviews to the Provost’s Office in early
December via SharePoint.
• Lecturer review at the university level completed by the end of
January.
• If recommended and approved, promotion to senior lecturer
effective August 1st.
• If review is unfavorable, a nonrenewal letter is issued to the
faculty member ideally by August 1st.

Lecturers
Due
Sixth-Year
Review
and/or
Promotion
to
Senior
Lecturer

• Faculty receive notification of the review in mid-September
and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit third year reviews to the dean’s office in
early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the
Provost’s Office in mid April.

*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the findings
at each prior level of review for each candidate, noting whether
the candidate’s record of accomplishments which was noteworthy,
met expectations, or unsatisfactory (see section 305.01 above). The
dean also includes his/her own evaluation of the candidate
regarding whether the candidate’s performance was noteworthy,
met expectations, or unsatisfactory.
• Deans submit lecturer reviews to the Provost’s Office in early
December via SharePoint.
• Lecturer review at the university level completed by the end of
January.
• If recommended and approved, promotion to senior lecturer
effective August 1st.
• If review is unfavorable, a nonrenewal letter is issued to the
faculty member ideally by August 1st.

Evaluation
Follow-up
Lecturer/Senior/Pr
incipal Lecturer
Review

Non-Tenure Track
Faculty and Clinical
Faculty Fifth-Year
Review

Non-Tenure Track
Faculty and Clinical
Faculty Promotion

Description
A systematic, periodic,
cumulative review of all
lecturers/senior
lecturers/principal
lecturers who have
previously and
successfully navigated
the sixth-year review.
Conducted in the fifth
year
following last major
review.

A systematic, periodic,
cumulative review of all
non tenure track faculty
and clinical faculty
members which focuses
on identifying faculty
development
opportunities that are
mutually beneficial for
the faculty member and
the
institution.

A comprehensive review
of the performance and
achievements of nontenure track faculty for
consideration for
promotion to the next
higher promotable rank

Existing Language
Schedule

Recommended Language
Schedule

• Faculty receive notification of the review in midSeptember and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit follow-up reviews to the dean’s
office in early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the
Provost’s Office in mid-March.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in midSeptember and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit follow-up reviews to the dean’s
office in early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the
Provost’s Office in mid-March.

*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate,
noting whether the candidate met expectations, exceeded
expectations, or fell below expectations. The dean
also includes his/her own evaluation of the candidate regarding
whether the candidate’s performance met expectations,
exceeded expectations, or fell below expectations.

*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate,
noting whether the candidate’s record of accomplishments
which was noteworthy, met expectations, or unsatisfactory
(see section 305.01 above). The dean also includes his/her
own evaluation of the candidate regarding whether the
candidate’s performance was noteworthy, met expectations,
or unsatisfactory.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in midSeptember and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit non-tenure track reviews to the
dean’s office in early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the
Provost’s Office in mid-March.

• Faculty receive notification of the review in midSeptember and are asked to prepare their materials.
• Departments submit non-tenure track reviews to the
dean’s office in early February.
• Dean’s office submits summary memorandum* to the
Provost’s Office in mid-March.

*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate,
noting whether the candidate met expectations, exceeded
expectations, or fell below expectations. The dean
also includes his/her own evaluation of the candidate regarding
whether the candidate’s performance met expectations,
exceeded expectations, or fell below expectations.

*The dean’s memorandum to the Provost summarizes the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate,
noting whether the candidate’s record of accomplishments
which was noteworthy, met expectations, or unsatisfactory
(see section 305.01 above). The dean also includes his/her
own evaluation of the candidate regarding whether the
candidate’s performance was noteworthy, met expectations,
or unsatisfactory.

• Deans submit promotion review to the Provost’s Office in
early December via SharePoint or the University’s
designated means of sharing and storing digital files
• Promotion review at the University level completed by
end of January
• If approved, promotion is effective August 01

• Deans submit promotion review to the Provost’s Office in
early December via SharePoint or the University’s
designated means of sharing and storing digital files
• Promotion review at the University level completed by
end of January
• If approved, promotion is effective August 01
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*language in green is from BOR Policy Handbook and/or USG
Handbook
*language in yellow is wording from committee

The following guidelines relate to different aspects of faculty evaluation.
A. Criteria in all evaluations
The major criteria to be considered in both qualitative and quantitative terms are
those specified for promotion by the Regents: teaching, service to the
institution, academic achievement, and professional growth and development.
(Board of Regents Policy Manual, § 8.3.6.1)

The following guidelines relate to different aspects of faculty evaluation.
A. Criteria in all evaluations
The major criteria to be considered in both qualitative and quantitative terms are
those specified for promotion by the Regents: teaching, service to the institution
or to the community, scholarship, involvement in student success activities, and
professional growth and development. (Board of Regents Policy Manual, §
8.3.6.1) . Institutions must ensure that workload percentages for faculty roles
and responsibilities are factored into the performance evaluation model in a
consistent manner. (Board of Regents Policy Manual, § 4.4) In those cases, in

which a faculty member’s primary responsibilities do not include teaching,
the evaluation should focus on excellence in those areas (e.g., research,
administration, and elements of student success) where the individual’s
major responsibilities lie (Board of Regent’s Policy Manual § 8.3.5.1). In

addition, as the nature of academic work is uniquely cumulative, all evaluations
(eg. annual, pre-tenure/third-year, promotion, tenure, post-tenure/fifth-year)
should consider faculty members’ development of their scholarly agendas over
time, never simply a snapshot of products produced in a given period of time.

B. Faculty input and initiative
1. Each faculty member is encouraged to
provide any information he or she wishes
to facilitate the evaluation.
2. Either the faculty member or department chair
may initiate an evaluation for promotion, but in
either case, the faculty member provides the
supporting material.
3. To facilitate the evaluation process, faculty whose
scholarship is published in another language will
provide English translations of articles, conference
papers, and works of similar length. The
department will seek third-party reviews in

B. The university is responsible for ensuring that academic administrators are
properly trained for all levels of evaluation as outlined in the Board of Regents
policy. Academic unit heads and college deans are responsible for ensuring that
all members of committees responsible for evaluating faculty members are
properly trained in evaluation procedures, including best practices to ensure
equity and inclusion.
C. Faculty input and initiative
1. Each faculty member is encouraged to
provide any information they wish to
facilitate the evaluation.
2. Either the faculty member or department/school
chair may initiate an evaluation for promotion,
but in either case, the faculty member provides
the supporting material.

English of longer works such as books and
monographs. This requirement may be waived in
units where sufficient numbers of faculty who
read the foreign language proficiently are eligible
for service on evaluation committees. Such
waivers require the appropriate dean’s approval
on an annual basis.
4. Each tenured or tenure-track faculty member
undergoing either a promotion or tenure review
shall submit to his/her chair or unit head the
names and contact information of at least three
qualified individuals not directly involved in the
faculty member’s work (i.e., have not been
involved as a mentor or close collaborator) who
can objectively review the faculty member’s
portfolio. The individuals should be experts in the
faculty member’s field and hold an academic
appointment at an institution at least similar to
Georgia Southern with rank at or above the rank
to which the candidate is aspiring. The
department chair or chair of the department’s
Tenure and Promotion Committee shall solicit
letters from two of the individuals that address
the quality of work performed and readiness of
the candidate for promotion and/or tenure. In
addition to submitting names for individuals who
may be contacted for external review, the faculty
member may submit up to three names (and
contact information) of individuals who may not
be contacted by anyone involved in the tenure
and/or promotion review. The department chair in
association with the Tenure and Promotion
Committee chair may also solicit up to two
additional letters from any individual not on the
forbidden list that he or she may think has the
background commensurate with carefully
evaluating the candidate’s portfolio and
contributions to the profession.
5. External letters that comment on a candidate’s
quality of work are required for promotion to non
tenure track and Clinical Associate Professor and to
non-tenure track or Clinical Professor. Candidates,
with the assistance of their department or unit

3. To facilitate the evaluation process, faculty whose
scholarship is published in another language will
provide English translations of articles, conference
papers, and works of similar length. The
department will seek third-party reviews in
English of longer works such as books and
monographs. This requirement may be waived in
units where sufficient numbers of faculty who
read the foreign language proficiently are eligible
for service on evaluation committees. Such
waivers require the appropriate dean’s approval
on an annual basis.
4. Each tenured or tenure-track faculty member
undergoing either a promotion or tenure review
shall submit to his/her chair or unit head the
names and contact information of at least three
qualified individuals not directly involved in the
faculty member’s work (i.e., have not been
involved as a mentor or close collaborator) who
can objectively review the faculty member’s
portfolio. The individuals should be experts in the
faculty member’s field and hold an academic
appointment at an institution at least similar to
Georgia Southern with rank at or above the rank
to which the candidate is aspiring. The
department/school chair or chair of the
department’s Tenure and Promotion Committee
shall solicit letters from two of the individuals that
address the quality of work performed and
readiness of the candidate for promotion and/or
tenure. In addition to submitting names for
individuals who may be contacted for external
review, the faculty member may submit up to
three names (and contact information) of
individuals who may not be contacted by anyone
involved in the tenure and/or promotion review.
The department/school chair in association with
the Tenure and Promotion Committee chair may
also solicit up to two additional letters from any
individual not on the forbidden list that they may
think has the background to conduct an informed
evaluation of the candidate’s portfolio and

chair/head, may solicit letters from individuals who
are qualified to evaluate the candidate’s discipline
and primary workload emphasis, for example,
individuals in a supervisory role in a professional
setting, or individuals outside the college with
expertise in teaching or with disciplinary
excellence. Unsolicited letters are not acceptable
as external letters. Each external letter writer must
state the nature of his/her relationship with the
candidate.

C. Feedback

The department/school chair will discuss the
evaluations and the recommendations based upon
them, except in cases of nonrenewal, with the
faculty member involved. The discussion should be
constructive, candid, and future-oriented. In the
case of the annual evaluation, the primary purpose
is to provide information for the faculty member’s
professional development, to advise the faculty

contributions to the profession.
5. External letters that comment on a candidate’s
quality of work are required for promotion to non
tenure track and Clinical Associate Professor and to
non-tenure track or Clinical Professor. Candidates,
with the assistance of their department/school or
unit chair/head, may solicit letters from individuals
who are qualified to evaluate the candidate’s
discipline and primary workload emphasis, for
example, individuals in a supervisory role in a
professional setting, or individuals outside the
college with expertise in teaching or with
disciplinary excellence. Unsolicited letters are not
acceptable as external letters. Each external letter
writer must state the nature of his/her relationship
with the candidate.

D. Feedback
The faculty member shall receive copies of written
feedback produced at each level of the evaluation
process prescribed by their unit and/or college.
Faculty members will have an opportunity to
respond to each level of feedback before the review
continues at a subsequent level. These responses
will be attached with the
recommendation/report/evaluation as it moves to
the next levels of review. Each academic
unit/college will identify a timeline by which these
responses must be received allowing at least 5
business days for faculty to respond before
materials are forwarded on to the next level of
review.
The academic unit head will discuss the evaluations
and the recommendations based upon them,
except in cases of nonrenewal, with the faculty
member involved. The discussion should be
constructive, candid, and future-oriented.
In the case of the annual evaluation, the primary
purpose is to provide information for the faculty
member’s professional development, to advise the

member of any recommendations made and the
basis for the recommendations, and to set
professional goals with the faculty member for the
coming year. A narrative summary of the evaluation,
including recommendations, will be written by the
department chair. The faculty member may append
his or her written comments to this summary. A
copy of the evaluation and comments will be given
to the faculty member.

faculty member of any recommendations made and
the basis for the recommendations, and to set
professional goals with the faculty member for the
coming year. A narrative summary of the
evaluation, including recommendations, will be
written by the academic unit head and a copy
provided to the faculty member. The faculty
member will be given a specific period (eg. 10
working days) to respond in writing to the annual
written evaluation, with this response attached to
the evaluation. The academic unit head will
acknowledge in writing the receipt of the response,
noting changes, if any, in the annual written
evaluation made as a result of either the conference
or the faculty member's written response. The
specific time period for this response is 10 working
days from the faculty member’s rebuttal/response.
This acknowledgment will become part of the
official personnel records (USG Academic and
Student Affairs Handbook § 4.7). If the performance
on any of the categories of an annual evaluation is
judged to be 1- Does Not Meet Expectations or 2Needs Improvement, the annual evaluation will be
reviewed by a committee of unit faculty who will
provide feedback to the chair. The chair may choose
to revise the evaluation before submitting it to the
Dean of the College with any written responses fron
the faculty member (as prescribed above).
If the performance on any of the categories of an
annual evaluation is judged to be 1- Does Not Meet
Expectations or 2- Needs Improvement, the faculty
member must be provided with a Performance
Remediation Plan (PRP) to remediate their
performance during the next year. The academic
unit head will develop the PRP in consultation with
the faculty member. The faculty member may
designate (a) faculty or staff member(s) of their
choosing to assist in the development of the plan.
Consistent with the constructive intent of annual
evaluations, the purpose of this plan is to scaffold

faculty growth and development, strengthen
tenure and promotion possibilities. The PRP must
contain a) clearly defined goals or outcomes, b) an

outline of activities to be undertaken, c) a timetable
of no fewer than twelve months, d) available
resources and supports, e) an agreed-upon
monitoring strategy, and f) appropriate criteria by
which the faculty member will monitor progress.

The plan must be approved by the Dean and
submitted to the institution’s Office of Academic
Affairs or Human Resources wherever the
permanent faculty files are housed. It is the

responsibility of the administrative unit head to
identify appropriate resources for faculty
development on campus, on other campuses of the
University System, at the System level, or in other
locations. The Performance Remediation Plan will
become part of the official personnel records (USG
Academic and Student Affairs Handbook § 4.7).

Two meetings during the fall and during the
spring must be held to review progress,
document additional needs/resources, planned
accomplishments for the upcoming quarter. After
each meeting, the academic administrator should
summarize the meeting and indicate if the faculty
member is on track to complete the PRP.
Consequences for failure to meet the
expectations of the PRP must be stated at the
conclusion of each meeting. (USG Academic and
Student Affairs Handbook § 4.7). Faculty will be
given no fewer than 12 months to demonstrate
progress on the Performance Remediation Plan. An
assessment of whether the faculty member met the
expectations of the Performance Remediation Plan
will be made by the academic unit head in
consultation with a committee of unit faculty.
D. Locus and responsibility
The process of faculty evaluation is carried
out primarily in the department. The chair
directs the evaluation and provides
summaries and recommendations to the
dean.

E. Locus and responsibility
The process of faculty evaluation is carried
out primarily in the department/school.
The chair directs the evaluation and
provides summaries and recommendations
to the dean.

E. Departmental determination of criteria and procedures
1. Members of each department shall approve all
criteria for evaluation of instruction,
scholarship and creativity, and service and all
procedures for evaluation.
2. Each department shall describe in writing its
criteria and procedures for evaluation. A copy
shall be submitted to the dean for approval.
3. Regents policy requires that a written system of
student ratings of instruction be utilized in the
annual evaluation of each faculty member.
(Board of Regents Policy Manual, § 8.3.5)
Completed rating forms are kept on file in the
department chair’s office and are the property of
the University.
4. The special evaluations should also include some
type of systematic evaluation by peers, but may
also include evaluations by others who have
knowledge of the work of the faculty member.

F. Departmental determination of criteria and procedures
1. Members of each department/school shall
approve all criteria for evaluation of
instruction, scholarship and creativity, and
service and all procedures for evaluation.
2. Each department/school shall describe in
writing its criteria and procedures for
evaluation. A copy shall be submitted to the
dean for approval.
3. Regents policy requires that a written system of
student ratings of instruction be utilized in the
annual evaluation of each faculty member.
(Board of Regents Policy Manual, § 8.3.5)
Completed rating forms are kept on file and are
the property of the University.
4. The special evaluations should also include some
type of systematic evaluation by peers, but may
also include evaluations by others who have
knowledge of the work of the faculty member.
5. Annual evaluations must indicate whether the
faculty member is making satisfactory progress
toward the next level of review appropriate to
their rank, tenure status, and career stage (ie.
their next “special evaluation”) (USG Academic
and Student Affairs Handbook § 4.4). Thus,
except in highly unusual cases, concerns
expressed by a unit administrator on a special
evaluation should have been noted on (a)
previous annual evaluation(s).

F. College determination of procedures
Each college shall submit in writing for the provost’s approval its procedures for
all special evaluations

G. College determination of procedures
Each college shall submit in writing for the provost’s approval its
procedures for all special evaluations
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In addition to the annual review of faculty, the University
conducts a comprehensive review of achievements and
performance in the third year of the probationary period as a
basis for recommending renewal or nonrenewal of the
contract beyond the following year. Each department or unit
must develop procedures and criteria within the
parameters established by Regents policy and the university
policy outlined below. The procedures and criteria shall be
described to faculty by the department chair/unit head and
provided to each incoming faculty member in a written set of
departmental/unit procedures. The written procedures shall
make clear that a positive pre-tenure review is not a guarantee
of promotion and/or tenure.

In addition to the annual review of faculty, the University
conducts a comprehensive review of achievements and
performance in the third year of the probationary period as a
basis for recommending renewal or nonrenewal of the
contract beyond the following year. Each department or unit
must develop procedures and criteria within the
parameters established by Regents policy and the university
policy outlined below. The procedures and criteria shall be
described to faculty by the academic unit head and provided to
each incoming faculty member in a written set of
departmental/school procedures. The written procedures shall
make clear that a positive pre-tenure review is not a guarantee
of promotion and/or tenure.

Because the pre-tenure review looks ahead to tenure and, in
many cases, promotion, criteria at the unit level must mirror
the unit’s tenure and promotion criteria, emphasizing
excellence in teaching. The pre-tenure review must assess
progress toward tenure and promotion and provide written
feedback to the faculty member with specific suggestions for
continued progress. The pre-tenure review may lead to a
decision of nonrenewal in those cases where tenure is not
possible.

Because the pre-tenure review looks ahead to tenure and, in
many cases, promotion, criteria at the unit level must mirror
the unit’s tenure and promotion criteria, emphasizing
excellence in teaching. Evidence of contributions in the areas
of scholarship, service, professional development, and student
success activities is also required. The pre-tenure review must
assess progress toward tenure and promotion and provide
written feedback to the faculty member with specific
suggestions for continued progress. The pre-tenure review
may lead to a decision of nonrenewal in those cases where
tenure is not possible.

The pre-tenure review is carried out in the third year of the
probationary period or, in those cases where the faculty
member has prior years of service toward tenure, at the
midpoint of the remaining probationary period. By September
15th of each year, candidates for pre-tenure review are notified
of their review and asked to prepare materials specified in the

The pre-tenure review is carried out in the third year of the
probationary period or, in those cases where the faculty
member has prior years of service toward tenure, at the
midpoint of the remaining probationary period. By September

unit’s procedures for submission by February 1st. Submissions
should include copies of annual reviews and materials related
to achievements in teaching, scholarship, and service. Unit
procedures must outline how and by whom the materials will
be evaluated; how input will be sought from peers, students,
unit heads, and others; and the specific criteria for the review.
All input will be considered by a committee of tenured faculty
which must include at least three members. Committees which
function as part of the pre-tenure review should be diverse in
their composition. Units are not required to substitute the pretenure review for the annual review but may do so.

15th of each year, candidates for pre-tenure review are notified
of their review and asked to prepare materials specified in the
unit’s procedures for submission by February 1st. Submissions
should include copies of annual reviews and materials related
to achievements in teaching, scholarship, and service. Unit
procedures must outline how and by whom the materials will
be evaluated; how input will be sought from peers, students,
unit heads, and others; and the specific criteria for the review.
All input will be considered by a committee of tenured faculty
which must include at least three members. Committees which
function as part of the pre-tenure review should be diverse in
their composition. Units are not required to substitute the pretenure review for the annual review but may do so.

The review committee shall deliver its written report to the
unit head who is responsible for making a recommendation to
the next level of administrative oversight. Unit heads who are
department chairs will discuss the content of the review
committee’s report and their own recommendations with their
dean. Unit heads shall then give the faculty member a written
summary of their recommendation, a copy of the committee’s
report, and any suggestions for continued progress; discuss all
materials with the faculty member; and give the faculty
member an opportunity to provide a written response which
will be appended to the written report.

Each review committee (unit or college) shall deliver its written
report to their academic administrator (academic unit head or
dean) who is responsible for making a recommendation to the
next level of administrative oversight. The faculty member
shall receive copies of written feedback produced at each level
of the pre-tenure review process prescribed by their unit
and/or college. The faculty member will have an opportunity
to respond to each level of feedback before the review
continues at a subsequent level. These responses will be
attached with the recommendation/report as it moves to the
next levels of review. Each unit/college will identify a timeline
by which these responses must be received (eg. 5 working
days).
At the completion of the pre-tenure review process, the unit
head will discuss the content of the review committee(s)’s
report(s) and their own recommendations with their dean.
Unit heads shall then meet with the faculty member to discuss
the recommendations at each level of the review and any
suggestions for continued progress.

Feedback from the pre tenure review should be candid and
future oriented. Unit heads are responsible for assisting faculty
with implementing plans for continued progress. Such plans
should be integrated with campus resources such as the

Feedback from the pre tenure review should be candid and
future oriented. Unit heads are responsible for assisting faculty
with implementing plans for continued progress. Such plans
should be integrated with campus resources such as the
Faculty Center; internal and external grant programs; and

Center for Teaching Excellence; internal and external grant
programs; and formal and informal mentoring systems. In
cases where tenure is not possible, the unit head will deliver a
letter of nonrenewal consistent with timetables in Regents
and university policies.

formal and informal mentoring systems. In cases where
tenure is not possible, the unit head will deliver a letter of
nonrenewal consistent with timetables in Regents and
university policies.
If the performance on any of the categories of a pretenure review is judged to be unsatisfactory, the faculty
member must be provided with a Performance
Remediation Plan (PRP) to remediate their performance
during the next year. The academic unit head will
develop the PRP in consultation with the faculty
member with feedback from any committee that
participated in the pre-tenure review. The faculty
member may designate (a) faculty or staff member(s) of
their choosing to assist in the development of the plan.
Consistent with the developmental intent of pre-tenure
reviews, the PRP must be designed to assist the faculty
member in achieving progress towards remedying the
deficiencies identified in the review. The PRP must
contain a) clearly defined goals or outcomes, b) an
outline of activities to be undertaken, c) a timetable of
no fewer than twelve months, d) available resources
and supports, e) an agreed-upon monitoring strategy,
and f) appropriate criteria by which the faculty member
will monitor progress. It is the responsibility of the
administrative unit head to identify appropriate
resources for faculty development on campus, on other
campuses of the University System, at the System level,
or in other locations. The Performance Remediation
Plan will become part of the official personnel records
(USG Academic and Student Affairs Handbook § 4.4).

Two meetings during the fall and during the spring
must be held to review progress, document
additional needs/resources, planned
accomplishments for the upcoming quarter. After
each meeting, the academic administrator should
summarize the meeting and indicate if the faculty
member is on track to complete the PRP.
Consequences for failure to meet the expectations of
the PRP must be stated at the conclusion of each
meeting.(USG Academic and Student Affairs Handbook
§ 4.7) Faculty will be given no fewer than 12 months to
demonstrate progress on the Performance Remediation

Plan. An assessment of whether the faculty member
met the expectations of the Performance Remediation
Plan will be made by the academic unit head in
consultation with the unit tenure committee.

Both parties sign the report to indicate that they have discussed it. The unit head
should remind the faculty member that a positive pre-tenure review is not a
guarantee of promotion and/or tenure. The unit head apprises the next higher
level of administrative oversight of the results of the pre-tenure review
conference and provides that officer with a copy of the signed report. A copy
shall be placed in the faculty member’s file at the unit level, along with materials
submitted for the review. Subsequent annual reviews should assess continued
achievement and provide feedback regarding acceptable progress toward
tenure and/or promotion. The dean composes a memorandum to the provost,
summarizing the findings at each prior level of review for each candidate and
including a final assessment on whether the candidate meets, exceeds, or falls
below expectations. This memorandum is submitted electronically to the
Provost’s Office no later than mid-April.

Both parties sign the report to indicate that they have
discussed it. The unit head should remind the faculty member
that a positive pre-tenure review is not a guarantee of
promotion and/or tenure. The unit head apprises the next
higher level of administrative oversight of the results of the pretenure review conference and provides that officer with a copy
of the signed report. A copy shall be placed in the faculty
member’s file at the unit level, along with materials submitted
for the review. Subsequent annual reviews should assess
continued achievement and provide feedback regarding
acceptable progress toward tenure and/or promotion. The
dean composes a memorandum to the provost, summarizing
the findings at each prior level of review for each candidate
and including a final assessment on whether the candidate
meets, exceeds, or falls below expectations. This
memorandum is submitted electronically to the Provost’s
Office no later than mid-April.
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Georgia Southern approves faculty for promotion based upon
Regents’ policies. (Academic and Student Affairs Handbook, §
4.5) Promotions in rank are based on merit and are not
automatic. Promotion applications are considered and
recommendations made at the department/school, college,
and provost’s levels, culminating in an institutional decision at
the president’s level. The Board of Regents has fixed certain
minimum criteria for promotion. Promotion at Georgia
Southern requires an ongoing record of satisfactory
performance in all areas of evaluation, with more than
satisfactory performance in teaching and one other area.
Regents’ policies state that there should be appropriate
involvement of faculty in making recommendations for
promotion. Each unit shall have written procedures for
making recommendations, and these procedures shall be
available to all faculty members. Specific guidelines for
promotion should be found in the departmental and
collegiate policies and procedures. Unit and college
procedures must be approved by the provost.
The difference between successive faculty ranks is
primarily one of achievement and professional growth
and development. Aspirants to higher ranks are
expected to demonstrate progressively more advanced
levels of professional maturity, accomplishment, and
recognition beyond the boundaries of the University as
they are considered for promotion.

RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE
*language in green is from BOR Policy Handbook and/or USG
Handbook
*language in yellow is wording from committee
Georgia Southern approves faculty for promotion based upon
Regents’ policies. (Academic and Student Affairs Handbook, §
4.5) Promotions in rank are based on merit and are not
automatic. Promotion applications are considered and
recommendations made at the department/school, college,
and provost’s levels, culminating in an institutional decision at
the president’s level. The Board of Regents has fixed certain
minimum criteria for promotion across the five domains of
teaching, scholarship/creative activity, service to the
institution and community, student success actiities, and
professional development. Promotion at Georgia Southern
requires an ongoing record of performance that meets
expectations in all areas of evaluation, with performance that
exceeds expectations in teaching and two other areas.
Regents’ policies state that there should be appropriate
involvement of faculty in making recommendations for
promotion. Each unit shall have written procedures for
making recommendations, and these procedures shall be
available to all faculty members. Specific guidelines for
promotion should be found in the departmental/school and
collegiate policies and procedures. Unit and college
procedures must be approved by the provost.
The difference between successive faculty ranks is
primarily one of achievement and professional growth
and development. Aspirants to higher ranks are
expected to demonstrate progressively more advanced
levels of professional maturity, accomplishment, and
recognition beyond the boundaries of the University as
they are considered for promotion.

At Georgia Southern the terminal degree or its equivalent is
required for promotion to associate or full professor. Strong
justification should be provided in support of any
recommendation for promotion to the ranks of associate or
full professor without the terminal degree in the discipline.

At Georgia Southern the terminal degree or its equivalent is
required for promotion to associate or full professor. Strong
justification should be provided in support of any
recommendation for promotion to the ranks of associate or
full professor without the terminal degree in the discipline.

Length of service is taken into consideration. Faculty are eligible
for and may be reviewed for promotion in rank during their fifth
year of service in their current rank. If recommended for
promotion, the new rank will go into effect at the beginning of
their next contract period. Recommendations for promotion are
not normally considered for individuals who are currently on
leaves of absence. Under special circumstances, faculty who are
performing significantly above the expectations for their
current rank may be considered for “early” promotion. At
research and comprehensive universities, faculty may be
considered for “early” promotion with less than the required
minimum years of service in rank listed below; however, these
cases require strong justification and approval by the president.

Length of service is taken into consideration. Faculty are eligible
for and may be reviewed for promotion in rank during their fifth
year of service in their current rank. If recommended for
promotion, the new rank will go into effect at the beginning of
their next contract period. Recommendations for promotion are
not normally considered for individuals who are currently on
leaves of absence. Under special circumstances, faculty who are
performing significantly above the expectations for their
current rank may be considered for “early” promotion. At
research and comprehensive universities, faculty may be
considered for “early” promotion with less than the required
minimum years of service in rank listed below; however, these
cases require strong justification and approval by the president.

• For early promotion from lecturer to senior
lecturer, faculty must have served a
minimum of three years as lecturer.
• For early promotion from instructor to
assistant professor, faculty must have
served a minimum of three years as
instructor.
• For early promotion from assistant professor
to associate professor, faculty must have
served a minimum of four years as an
assistant professor.
• For early promotion from associate professor to
full professor, faculty must have served a
minimum of four years as an associate
professor.
At the time of an individual’s initial appointment, a maximum
of three years of probationary credit towards promotion may
be awarded for service at other institutions or service in a
faculty rank within the institution. In extraordinary cases,
research and comprehensive universities may award more
than three years of probationary credit at initial faculty
appointments. Such awards require approval by the president

• For early promotion from lecturer to senior
lecturer, faculty must have served a
minimum of three years as lecturer.
• For early promotion from instructor to
assistant professor, faculty must have
served a minimum of three years as
instructor.
• For early promotion from assistant professor
to associate professor, faculty must have
served a minimum of four years as an
assistant professor.
• For early promotion from associate professor to
full professor, faculty must have served a
minimum of four years as an associate
professor.
At the time of an individual’s initial appointment, a maximum
of three years of probationary credit towards promotion may
be awarded for service at other institutions or service in a
faculty rank within the institution. In extraordinary cases,
research and comprehensive universities may award more
than three years of probationary credit at initial faculty
appointments. Such awards require approval by the president

and written notification to the University System of Georgia
Chief Academic Officer. Faculty given probationary credit
towards promotion may not use their probationary credit
towards consideration for “early” promotion without the
approval of the president.

and written notification to the University System of Georgia
Chief Academic Officer. Faculty given probationary credit
towards promotion may not use their probationary credit
towards consideration for “early” promotion without the
approval of the president.

In considering the promotion of an academic administrator
(vice president, dean, department/school chair), the immediate
supervisor must obtain the appropriate input from the
academic department involved. Decisions regarding promotion
of an academic administrator will be based upon the faculty
evaluation criteria and will be independent of administrative
performance.

In considering the promotion of an academic administrator
(vice president, dean, department/school chair), the immediate
supervisor must obtain the appropriate input from the
academic department involved. Decisions regarding promotion
of an academic administrator will be based upon the faculty
evaluation criteria and will be independent of administrative
performance.

The composition of the departmental and college promotion
committees shall follow the guidelines as set forth in each
college’s Bylaws or procedural manual.

The composition of the departmental and college promotion
committees shall follow the guidelines as set forth in each
college’s Bylaws or procedural manual.
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Introduction
Post-tenure review, the systematic, periodic, cumulative review
of all tenured faculty, is an extension of the evaluation system
currently in place. Coupled with any evaluation process is the
obligation to provide faculty development opportunities that
allow all faculty to realize their full potential. Post-tenure review
focuses on identifying faculty development opportunities for
tenured faculty that mutually benefit the individual and the
institution. The ultimate purpose of post-tenure review is to
recognize, reward, and enhance the performance of tenured
faculty.

Introduction
Post-tenure review, the systematic, periodic, cumulative review
of all tenured faculty, is an extension of the evaluation system
currently in place. Coupled with any evaluation process is the
obligation to provide faculty development opportunities that
allow all faculty to realize their full potential. Post-tenure review
focuses on identifying faculty development opportunities for
tenured faculty that mutually benefit the individual and the
institution. It is in the best interest of the university to maintain
a stable faculty; hence, the ultimate purpose of post-tenure
review is to recognize, reward, and enhance the performance of
tenured faculty. Further, this policy is not designed nor should it
be utilized to abridge academic freedom as discussed in policy
301 of the Faculty Handbook.

Purpose and Criteria
The post-tenure review process and the process for deciding
promotion and tenure share the same evaluation criteria; however,
their purposes and evaluation standards are different. The purposes
of post-tenure review are: • to recognize and reward tenured
faculty who have made and continue to make significant
contributions to the missions of their departments, colleges, and the
University;
• to provide faculty development opportunities for tenured
faculty for the primary purpose of enhancing teaching, but
also scholarship and/or service, in a way that is mutually
beneficial to the individual and the University; and
• to provide a systematic faculty development plan to remedy
instances where a tenured faculty member’s contributions in
teaching, scholarship, and/or service are found to be deficient with
respect to the missions of the department, college, or University.

Purpose and Criteria
The post-tenure review process and the process for deciding
promotion and tenure share the same evaluation criteria; however,
their purposes and evaluation standards are different. The primary
purpose of the post-tenure review process is to assist faculty
members with identifying opportunities that will enable them to
continue to achieve their full potential for contribution to the
academic discipline, institution, and the institution’s mission. The
specific purposes of post-tenure review are:
• to recognize and reward tenured faculty who have made and
continue to make significant contributions to the missions of their
departments/schools, colleges, and the University;
• to provide faculty development opportunities for tenured
faculty for the primary purpose of enhancing teaching, but
also scholarship and/or service, in a way that is mutually
beneficial to the individual and the University; and
• to provide a systematic faculty development plan to remedy

Post-tenure review not only concentrates on the period under
review, but also considers the cumulative contributions of faculty.
For this reason, and because it focuses on continuing a mutually
beneficial relationship between the institution and the individual,
judgments regarding post-tenure review should be based on
contributions over one’s career as well as those since the last
review. A satisfactory post-tenure review indicates that the
individual continues to make contributions which benefit the
University, its students, and its other constituents.
In an institution devoted to “teaching first,” teaching and contributions
to the learning environment are of paramount importance in the posttenure review process. Evidence of contributions in the areas of
scholarship and service is also required. The three criteria, teaching,
scholarship, and service, are described in Section 305 of the Faculty
Handbook. Each unit should define the exact criteria and how they will
be assessed (see Roles and Responsibilities), taking into consideration
the uniqueness of the individual, the variations within disciplines, and
the differing expectations and assignments that influence faculty
contributions. Individual differences are reflected in varying
combinations of emphasis in teaching, scholarship, and service;
however, teaching and contributions to the learning environment are
the primary focus of post-tenure review.

Schedule
Board of Regents policy stipulates that each tenured faculty member is
to be reviewed five years after the most recent promotion or
personnel action, as defined below, and at five-year intervals unless
interrupted by a promotion, a written declaration to retire within five
years (submitted through the appropriate dean’s office to the
Provost’s Office), or a leave of absence. In the latter case, the faculty
member will be reviewed upon returning to active employment.
Tenured faculty whose primary responsibilities are in administration,
including interim appointments, will be reviewed five years after

instances where a tenured faculty member’s contributions in
teaching, scholarship, and/or service are found to be deficient with
respect to the missions of the department/school, college, or
University.
Post-tenure review is intended to provide a longer-term and
broader perspective than is usually provided by an annual review.
As such, post-tenure review not only concentrates on the period
under review, but also considers the cumulative contributions of
faculty. For this reason, and because it focuses on continuing a
mutually beneficial relationship between the institution and the
individual, judgments regarding post-tenure review should be based
on contributions over one’s career as well as those since the last
review. A satisfactory post-tenure review indicates that the
individual continues to make contributions which benefit the
University, its students, and its other constituents.
In an institution devoted to “teaching first,” teaching and
contributions to the learning environment are of paramount
importance in the post-tenure review process. Evidence of
contributions in the areas of scholarship, service, professional
development and student success activities is also required. These
five criteria, teaching, scholarship, service, professional
development, and student success activities, are described in
Section 305 of the Faculty Handbook. Each unit should define the
exact criteria and how they will be assessed (see Roles and
Responsibilities), taking into consideration the uniqueness of the
individual, the variations within disciplines, and the differing
expectations and assignments that influence faculty contributions.
Individual differences are reflected in varying combinations of
emphasis in teaching, scholarship, and service; however, teaching
and contributions to the learning environment are the primary
focus of post-tenure review.
Schedule
Board of Regents policy stipulates that each tenured faculty member is
to be reviewed five years after the most recent promotion or
personnel action, as defined below, and at five-year intervals unless
interrupted by a promotion, a written declaration to retire within five
years (submitted through the appropriate dean’s office to the
Provost’s Office), or a leave of absence. In the latter case, the faculty
member will be reviewed upon returning to active employment.
Tenured faculty whose primary responsibilities are in administration,
including interim appointments, will be reviewed five years after

returning to a full-time faculty position. Faculty members undergoing
post-tenure review will submit their materials for evaluation to the
department chair or unit head by mid-January.

returning to a full-time faculty position.
Additionally, a faculty member evaluated as deficient in any one of the
elements of teaching, student success activities, research/scholarship,
and/or service for two consecutive annual evaluations will participate
in a corrective post-tenure review. Note that the deficiency does not
have to be in the same area; but could be a different area from one
year to the next. This review will be initiated prior to the individual’s
normally scheduled five-year review. The faculty member will follow
the institution's guidelines and procedures for post tenure review
(BOR Policy 8.3.5.4).
Faculty members undergoing post-tenure review will submit their
materials for evaluation to the academic unit head by mid-January.
If the outcome of the Corrective Post-Tenure Review is successful, the
faculty member will reset the post-tenure review clock. If the outcome
of a corrective post tenure review does not meet expectations or
needs improvement, the same process for an unsuccessful PTR will be
followed. The institution should follow appropriate due-process
mechanisms for a faculty member to appeal a corrective post-tenure
review as outlined below (BOR Policy 8.3.5.4).

Roles and Responsibilities
Each department, school, college, and the library will develop written
procedures and specific criteria for post tenure review as outlined
below and will provide a copy of the procedures to each tenured and
tenure-track faculty member. Reviews may be carried out at the
department, school, or college level as agreed upon and described in
the units’ written procedures. The phrases “department chair” and
“unit head” as used in this document refer to the line officer who is
the immediate supervisor of the faculty member undergoing posttenure review.
Faculty are responsible for providing documentation of their performance as
follows:
• an up-to-date curriculum vitae and copies of the annual
performance review for each of the five years under
consideration;
• measures of effectiveness in teaching, scholarship, and
service (including, but not limited to, a combination of
written (or online) student ratings of instruction and peer

Roles and Responsibilities
Each department, school, college, and the library will develop written
procedures and specific criteria for post tenure review as outlined
below and will provide a copy of the procedures to each tenured and
tenure-track faculty member. Reviews may be carried out at the
department, school, or college level as agreed upon and described in
the units’ written procedures. The phrase “academic unit head” as
used in this document refer to the line officer who is the immediate
supervisor of the faculty member undergoing post-tenure review.
Faculty are responsible for providing documentation of their performance as
follows:
• an up-to-date curriculum vitae and copies of the annual
performance review for each of the five years under
consideration;
• measures of effectiveness in teaching, scholarship, and
service (including, but not limited to, a combination of
written (or online) student ratings of instruction and peer
evaluations);

evaluations);
• a self-evaluation narrative of accomplishments for the
period under review and projected goals for the next fiveyear period; and
• other documentation as specified by the college or department/unit.
Faculty may submit other materials which may enhance the review
committee’s understanding of their performance. It is recognized
that materials submitted by non-teaching faculty will differ
substantially from those submitted by teaching faculty. The faculty
member and the department chair or unit head will develop the
documentation and provide it to the review committee.
The post-tenure review process will be conducted by a committee of at
least three faculty peers with tenure, with the committee composition
and selection process to be determined at the department, school, or
college level in consultation with the appropriate dean. Units should
strive to ensure diversity of membership in post-tenure review
committees. After reviewing documentation of performance as outlined
in the unit’s post-tenure review document, the committee will be
expected to provide informed and candid feedback in a written report
on the quality of the faculty member’s performance, accomplishments,
and contributions in teaching, scholarship, and/or service. Meritorious
accomplishments should be noted by the committee in any review.
Likewise, major, chronic, or ongoing deficiencies should be identified
and supporting documentation provided.
The committee will provide a written summary of its findings and any
recommendations for faculty reward or development to the
department chair or unit head who will transmit the written summary
to the faculty member and discuss it with him or her. The unit head
should append his/her comments, and both the faculty member and
the unit head should sign the document to indicate that they have
discussed the committee’s report and the unit head’s comments. The
faculty member may append a written response. A copy of the
committee’s report, the unit head’s comments, and any written
response by the faculty member will then be sent to the administrative
officer at least one level above the faculty member’s administrative
unit where they will be reviewed and commented on by the
dean/administrative director. All written comments will also be
forwarded to the faculty member. These comments, along with all
other documents that played a substantive part in the review not
readily available elsewhere, will then be placed in the faculty member’s
personnel file at the department/unit level. The dean composes a

• a self-evaluation narrative of accomplishments for the
period under review and projected goals for the next fiveyear period; and
• other documentation as specified by the college or department/unit.
Faculty may submit other materials which may enhance the review
committee’s understanding of their performance. It is recognized
that materials submitted by non-teaching faculty will differ
substantially from those submitted by teaching faculty. The faculty
member and the academic unit head will develop the documentation
and provide it to the review committee.
The post-tenure review process will be conducted by (a) committee(s)
of at least three faculty peers with tenure, with the committee
composition and selection process to be determined at the department,
school, or college level in consultation with the appropriate dean. Units
should strive to ensure diversity of membership in post-tenure review
committees. After reviewing documentation of performance as outlined
in the unit’s post-tenure review document, the committee(s) will be
expected to provide informed and candid feedback in a written report
on the quality of the faculty member’s performance, accomplishments,
and contributions in teaching, scholarship, and/or service. Noteworthy
ccomplishments should be noted by the committee(s) in any review.
Likewise, major, chronic, or ongoing deficiencies should be identified
and supporting documentation provided.
The committee(s) will provide a written summary of its/their findings
and any recommendations for faculty reward or development to the
academic unit head who will transmit the written summary to the
faculty member and discuss it with them. The unit head should append
their comments, and both the faculty member and the unit head should
sign the document to indicate that they have discussed the committee’s
report and the unit head’s comments. The faculty member may append
a written response. A copy of the committee’s report, the unit head’s
comments, and any written response by the faculty member will then
be sent to the administrative officer at least one level above the faculty
member’s administrative unit where they will be reviewed and
commented on by the dean/administrative director. All written
comments will also be forwarded to the faculty member. These
comments, along with all other documents that played a substantive
part in the review not readily available elsewhere, will then be placed in
the faculty member’s personnel file at the department/unit level. The
dean composes a memorandum to the provost, summarizing the
findings at each prior level of review for each candidate and including

memorandum to the provost, summarizing the findings at each prior
level of review for each candidate and including a final assessment on
whether the candidate meets, exceeds, or falls below expectations.
This memorandum is submitted electronically to the Provost’s Office
by mid-March.
In response to post-tenure review, the unit head will be responsible,
in consultation with the faculty member, for deciding whether the
faculty member should be rewarded for meritorious accomplishments
(see “Relationships to Other Campus Processes” below) and/or
engage in faculty development activities that would be helpful to the
faculty member and in the best interest of the institution. Funding for
any required development plan will be arranged by the unit head and
the administrative officer at least one level above. In most cases, the
results of the post-tenure review are likely to reveal that the faculty
member is performing well, and any development plan would focus
on further enhancing the faculty member’s performance (e.g.,
enhancing knowledge and skills in the use of current technologies in
teaching or scholarship). Faculty development is an important
opportunity for all faculty members as they seek to reach their full
potential and perform at their full capacity.
In cases where a faculty member is identified in the post-tenure review
as having deficiencies, the administrative unit head, in consultation
with the faculty member, must establish a formal plan of development.
A formal plan includes identifying appropriate resources for faculty
development on campus, on other campuses of the University System,
at the System level, or in other locations. The plan for faculty
development should (a) define specific goals or outcomes that the plan
is designed to achieve; (b) outline the activities that will be undertaken
to achieve the goals or outcomes; (c) set appropriate times within
which the goals or outcomes should be accomplished; and (d) indicate
appropriate criteria by which the faculty member will monitor
progress. The faculty member’s unit head will be responsible for
forwarding the formal faculty development plan resulting from a posttenure review to the appropriate administrative office at least one
level above the faculty member’s unit. The unit head and the
administrative officer at least one level above are jointly responsible
for arranging for appropriate funding for the development plan, if
required.

a final assessment on whether the candidate meets, exceeds, or falls
below expectations. This memorandum is submitted electronically to
the Provost’s Office by mid-March.
In response to post-tenure review, the unit head will be responsible,
in consultation with the faculty member, for deciding whether the
faculty member should be rewarded for noteworthy accomplishments
(see “Relationships to Other Campus Processes” below) and/or
engage in faculty development activities that would be helpful to the
faculty member and in the best interest of the institution. Funding for
any required development plan will be arranged by the unit head and
the administrative officer at least one level above. In most cases, the
results of the post-tenure review are likely to reveal that the faculty
member is performing well, and any development plan would focus
on further enhancing the faculty member’s performance (e.g.,
enhancing knowledge and skills in the use of current technologies in
teaching or scholarship/creative activity). Faculty development is an
important opportunity for all faculty members as they seek to reach
their full potential and perform at their full capacity.

In cases where a faculty member is identified in the post-tenure review
as having deficiencies, the administrative unit head and the faculty
member will work together to develop a formal Performance
Improvement Plan (PIP) in consultation with the PTR committee, based
around the deficiencies found by the committee. Within 10 days of the
notification that a PIP must be developed, the faculty member may
designate (a) faculty or staff member(s) of their choosing to assist in
the development of the plan. Consistent with the developmental intent
of the PTR, the PIP must be designed to assist the faculty member in
achieving progress towards remedying the deficiencies identified in the
post-tenure review. The PIP must contain a) clearly defined and
achievable goals or outcomes, b) an outline of activities to be
undertaken, c) a timetable of no fewer than twelve months, d)
available resources and supports, e) an agreed-upon monitoring
strategy, and f) appropriate criteria by which the faculty member will
monitor progress. It is the responsibility of the administrative unit head
and the PTR committee to identify appropriate resources for faculty
development on campus, on other campuses of the University System,
at the System level, or in other locations. The PIP must be approved by
the Dean of the college in which the faculty member’s tenure
appointment is located and submitted to the Office of Academic
Affairs. The unit head and the Dean are jointly responsible for

arranging for appropriate funding for the Performance Improvement
Plan, if required. Formal meetings between the unit head and the
faculty member for assessing progress on the PIP should be scheduled
no less than twice per semester during the fall and spring semesters.
The faculty member may have one or more of the PTR or other
faculty/staff members who was involved in the development of the PIP
participate in these meetings. After each meeting, the academic

administrator should summarize the meeting and indicate whether
the faculty member is on track to complete the PIP. (USG Academic
and Student Affairs Handbook 4.7)

At the time of the annual evaluation, the administrative unit head will
meet with each faculty member who is working on a development
plan because of deficiencies to review progress toward achieving the
goals of the formal faculty development plan. A progress report, which
will be included in the annual review, will be forwarded each year to
the appropriate administrative officer at least one unit above the
faculty member’s unit. It will be the responsibility of the unit head and
the current post-tenure review committee to determine if, after a
specified period of three years, the faculty member has been
successful in completing the formal faculty development plan; they
will report that finding to the appropriate administrative officer at least
one level above the faculty member’s unit. An individual who
successfully completes a development plan will be reviewed five years
from the date of the original post-tenure review. If the faculty member
has not been successful in completing the formal faculty development
plan, the University may move for dismissal for cause under existing
University System of Georgia policy, Academic and Student Affairs
Handbook, Section 4.6, provided that the deficiencies meet the strict
requirements of that policy.
A faculty member who disagrees with the results of a post-tenure
review, including the need for a development plan, shall have the
right to appeal as defined by the unit in implementing this policy.
Each unit will develop an appeal procedure. The unit will provide
the provost as well as all tenured and tenure-track faculty with a
copy of this procedure.

At the conclusion of the academic year (no fewer than 12 months
after the development of the Performance Inprovement Plan) the
faculty member’s progress will be determined by the department
chair and dean after taking into account feedback from the post-

tenure review committee. An individual who successfully completes a
Performance Improvement Plan will complete their next Post-Tenure
Review five years from the date of the Post Tenure Review which
triggered the Performance Improvement Plan.

If, after conducting a final review of appropriate materials and
allowing the faculty member an opportunity to be heard at the
conclusion of the performance improvement plan, the academic unit
head and dean determine that the faculty member has failed to make
sufficient progress in performance as outlined in the performance
improvement plan (or has refused to engage reasonably in the
process), the academic unit head and dean will propose appropriate
remedial action corresponding to the seriousness and nature of the
faculty member’s deficiencies. Failure to successfully remediate the
identified deficiencies, or demonstrate substantive progress towards
remediation, within one-year subjects the faculty member to
disciplinary actions up to and including, but not limited to, reallocation
of effort, salary reduction, and tenure revocation and dismissal (USG
Academic and Student Affairs Handbook 4.7). The disciplinary action
proposed should be consistent with the seriousness of the
deficiencies, performance across other areas of the faculty member’s
role, and the faculty member’s lifetime contributions to the institution.
The faculty member has 10 business days from receiving the
recommendation of the dean/dept. chair to request a review of the

recommendation of the academic unit head and dean. Upon request
to review the recommended action by the faculty member, further
due process will include the following:
1. The PTR committee (consisting of the members of both the
department and college committees where both exist) will review the
recommendation of the academic unit head and dean. The PTR
committee may exercise its judgment as to whether an in-person
hearing is necessary. The recommendation of the PTR committee may
be based solely on a review of the record. However, the faculty
member has the right to meet in person with the committee to
provide an explanation of their concerns if they so choose. The PTR
committee will issue its recommendation to the Provost and the
faculty member within 20 business days of the request for review by
the faculty member.
2. Within 5 business days of receiving the recommendation(s) from the
PTR committee, the Provost shall send an official letter to the faculty
member notifying him or her of the decision.
3. The faculty member may appeal to the President of the institution
within 5 business days of receiving the decision from the Provost. If
the faculty member does appeal the Provosts’ decision the Senate
Executive Committee will convene an Appeal Committee representing
tenured faculty across the university. The Appeal committee may
exercise its judgment as to whether an in-person hearing is necessary.
The recommendation of the Appeal committee may be based solely on
a review of the record. However, the faculty member has the right to
meet in person with the committee to provide an explanation of their
concerns if they so choose. The Appeal committee will issue its
recommendation to the President and the faculty member within 20
business days of the request for review by the faculty member.
4. The President’s final decision shall be made within 10 business days
and should notify the faculty member of his or her decision and the
process for discretionary review application as provided for in Board of
Regents’ Policy.
4. If the remedial action taken is dismissal by the President, the faculty
member may complete their faculty assignment for the current
semester at the discretion of the institution; however, the semester
during which a final decision is issued will be the last semester of
employment in their current role.
5. An aggrieved faculty member may seek discretionary review of the
institution’s final decision pursuant to Board policy on Applications for
Discretionary Review (6.26).

Relationships to Other Campus Processes
Academic Freedom This policy is written in the spirit of upholding the
University’s commitment to academic freedom, and committees and
individuals who act under this policy must ensure the academic
freedom of faculty under review. The policy is not designed to abridge
academic freedom, hinder the tenure or annual review process, or
facilitate the dismissal of faculty (see the Academic Freedom Policy,
approved by the Faculty Senate in June 1998, in § 301 of the Faculty
Handbook).

Relationships to Other Campus Processes
Academic Freedom This policy is written in the spirit of
upholding the University’s commitment to academic freedom,
and committees and individuals who act under this policy must
ensure the academic freedom of faculty under review. The
policy is not designed to abridge academic freedom, hinder the
tenure or annual review process, or facilitate the dismissal of
faculty (see the Academic Freedom Policy, approved by the
Faculty Senate in June 1998, in § 301 of the Faculty Handbook).

Termination for Cause Nothing in the post-tenure review policy alters
current Regents policy on dismissal for cause or its due process
requirements. While dismissal for cause as the result of the post-tenure
review process will be rare, it may be justified in certain instances as
defined in Regents policy, Section 8.3.9.

Termination for Cause Nothing in the post-tenure review policy
alters current Regents policy on dismissal for cause or its due
process requirements. While dismissal for cause as the result of
the post-tenure review process will be rare, it may be justified
in certain instances as defined in Regents policy, Section 8.3.9.
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SRI Ad Hoc Committee responses to senate feedback
Senate member feedback
The proposed SRI form drops the item about
student expected grade, removing critical
information to help contextualize the rest of the
items on the form. Students’ expected course
grades are one of the strongest predictors of SET
scores, accounting for nearly 10% of the variance
(Wright & Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012). SET scores
are more sensitive to students’ grade
expectations than they are to teaching
effectiveness (Boring et al., 2016).
Want to keep “what grade did you expect in this
course”
instructions to students…can it include how skills,
knowledge are defined?
Missing instructions to students about how to
complete the questionnaire.
Want to keep “what worked well in the course”

Literature and Best Practice: not grounded in the
extensive research literature on Student
Evaluations of Teaching (SETs) and violates best
practices from that literature. Any form we adopt
should be well-grounded in that vast literature.
No evidence the proposed form has been
appropriately developed and tested, as is basic
practice in the social and behavioral sciences
before the use or adoption of a new measure.
No evidence of (a) expert validation, (b) response
process validation, or (c) pilot testing (Artino, La
Rochelle, Dezee, & Gehlbach, 2014).
The last time a senate ad hoc committee on SRIs
worked on developing a new measure (20152017), they not only went through all of these
steps, but through this process discovered
significant issues with their initial measures
that required changes before recommending
implementation. Even the time before that when
a new form was proposed (in the 1990s), they
went through at least (a) and (c) before
considering the measure for adoption.

SRI Ad Hoc Committee response
Thank you for your feedback on this item.
Data is received back to faculty in aggregate and,
therefore, not useful in correlation to responses
with other survey questions.

Thank you. Yes, instructions can and will be
added when it is rolled out but we are not sure
we can give definitions of skills, knowledge as
part of that instruction set. We will inquire.
“What worked well” is a good addition. We did
overlook adding this open-ended question. Will
add. What aspects of this course contributed

most to your learning? Please be as specific
as possible.

Frameworks referenced:
Critical Teaching Behaviors Framework;
ACUE (Assoc of Colleges and University
Educators) Effective Practice Framework
Debbie Walker – CTE was also engaged and
assisted in this development.
We agree that a new survey should be tested;
however, the charge of this committee was to
revise the SRI questions. The decision to pilot is
not in our purview. The logistics of roll out and
piloting will most likely be addressed by the
Office of Academic Affairs.
Our Charge: “Create a permanent SRI
instrument that could apply for lectures, labs,
clinicals, and everything in between.”
This committee strongly recommends piloting
this survey with a small group before rolling out
to the entire university.
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Q6 "and/or" is the type of compromise that
weakens the entire document. Double-barreled
questions e.g., Q6 asks about “skills and/or
knowledge”—which one are students responding
to? How would a student who feels they learned
something in an intro class, but they also feel that
what they learned didn't improve their skills? We
should ask the respondents to assess either their
skills or knowledge, not both. Or alternatively, we
could ask about each in two separate
questions.
Open-ended questions have particular value in
assessing questions of what works and doesn’t in
teaching and learning (Maurer, 2018). The
reports of both the 2017 ad hoc senate
committee on SRIs and the 2013-2014 ad hoc
committee on SRIs indicated that many
department chairs and faculty find student
responses to open-ended questions to be the
most valuable element of SRI measures. The
proposed new form has only one open-ended
item: Q10. In what ways can course material be
improved to enhance student learning? And
why? (Examples may include but are not limited
to reading materials, lectures, demonstrations,
online activities, group work, etc.) It removes the
open-ended item, “What aspects of this course
contributed most to your learning? Please be as
specific as possible.” Faculty wanted a place for
the students to state that they liked the class.
Such items are incredibly important because they
allow for students to provide feedback on what
went well in the course, helping faculty and
administrators to identify effective practices in
teaching and learning. By focusing only on what
could be “improved” in the course, the proposed
form not only excludes this vital feedback, but
frames the process to students in terms of a
deficit model, presuming that there is always
something “insufficient” with teaching that needs
to be “improved”. It will have the effect of very
narrowly focusing the interpretation of and
response to SRIs on the complaints and criticisms
of a disgruntled few students, rather than the
constructive reinforcing feedback from students
who had positive learning experiences in the
course. Q8 Why is this question narrowly
focused on ways that the course material could
be improved? Why not ask a more general
question, how could this course be improved?
Why are we only asking students to tell us what

Variations among disciplines are what
necessitated the and/or thought. Some courses
are heavily skills-based, some are more
knowledge-based; thus “and/or” is used in the
new Q18. My skills and/or knowledge have
improved as a result of this course.

One of our concerns with completely open-ended
questions was their vulnerability to biased
answers (structural biases re race, sex, gender,
age, etc.). These concerns are well documented
in the literature and of great concern to many of
our colleagues across the university.
We agree to keep open-ended questions.
Retaining the old Q18, What aspects of this
course contributed most to your learning? Please
be as specific as possible.

wording change

In what ways can this course be improved to
enhance student learning? And why?
(examples may include but are not limited to
reading materials, lectures, demonstrations,
online activities, group work, etc.)
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we could do better? Why not add another
question that asks them to tell us what they feel
worked well in the course?
The question on the proposed form was also
confusingly changed from “this course” to
“course material” yet in the parenthetical
explanation includes teaching activities like
lectures, group work, etc. basic practice in
questionnaire design calls for the alignment of
the question and any examples provided to help
ensure the validity of responses.
Q7 is double-barreled. Students could feel that
they spent an appropriate amount of time
studying for their class, but they still failed the
class, so ultimately it wasn't beneficial.
Q3 The way this section is worded turns each
question into a double-barreled
question.
It assumes that if faculty did an outstanding job
on each of the items, then
students will
perceive that as creating a positive learning
environment. It is possible that some students
might feel that "including materials from diverse
perspectives" created a negative environment for
them (this is what the students who burnt that
book were effectively saying). A student might
think their teacher did an outstanding job
"encouraging students to ask questions" but feel
that their classmates' questions revealed how
many of their peers have racist, sexist,
homophobic, etc. beliefs and that ultimately led
to the classroom environment being negative,
not positive. This can be fixed by asking
something generic like, "I feel my instructor did
each of the following well this semester."
Q4 "course engagement and/or activities" is
asking a double-barreled question. If we really
want to know about both engagement and
activities, we should ask about them in two
separate questions.
Q5. The wording of this question turns each
question into a double-barreled question by
presuming that if faculty do an outstanding job
"providing timely feedback" students will
interpret that as creating a positive learning
environment. It's possible that an instructor
returned feedback on assignments quickly, but if
the students' thought the feedback was overly
harsh or impossible to understand, they probably
won't think it created a positive learning
environment. How would a student respond who
believed that the faculty member did these

drop “appropriate”.
The amount of time I spent studying for this
course was beneficial to my learning.
These topics are separately scored–each score
stands alone. The topic of diversity is addressed
in other questions but the question of classmate
beliefs is not part of this survey .

After several reworking sessions, “course
engagement activities” is no longer a phrase in
the proposed questions on the survey.
Question reworked to remove the double barrel
situation.
The instructor established a positive learning
environment in the course by:
Q12 Responding positively to cultural and
linguistic differences among students
Q13 Including materials from diverse
perspectives
Overall, the instructor did well in the following:
Q9 Encouraging students to ask questions

4
things but did not create a positive learning
environment?

Q10 Offering suggestions for experiencing,
learning, or studying the materials
Q11 Modeling skills that I was expected to learn
in this course
Q14 Using a variety of teaching methods
Q15 Providing timely feedback
Q16 Giving appropriate guidance
Q17 Displaying willingness to meet

confusing questions Q1 asks about the relevance
of listed items to course objectives—relevant in
what way? To helping students *learn* the
objectives? To being *connected* to the
objectives? Are we really most concerned about
how “relevant” students think the listed items
were to course activities or are we more
concerned about how those things facilitated
student learning of the objectives?
Why is Q2 focused on the syllabus? Aren't we
concerned about how clearly the grading scale,
attendance, and assignment requirements were
communicated by the instructor overall? Based
on how this question is worded, a faculty
member could craft an excellent syllabus, but
never mention each of these things ever again.
Q2 Here again, this is worded in
administrator/faculty language. "Course
administrative aspects" is unlikely to be
understood by students. An alternative wording
for this question could be: "Each of the following
were clearly communicated by the syllabus". Or
"_______ was clearly communicated by the
syllabus." Also, you could rephrase the question
as "How clearly were each of the following
communicated in the syllabus?" and then provide
response options like "very clear, somewhat
clear, not clear at all."Q2 attendance alone
doesn't make sense. It would be more clear if it
said, the class attendance policy or something
similar. Q2 Specific assignment requirements are
not included in many syllabi, unless you mean a
list of the required assessments?
Q3 I don't see how faculty create a positive
learning environment by "Showing expertise or
skills that I was expected to learn in this course."
Also, undergrads are not expected to learn their

question reworked into another area

Agree. Syllabus reference removed and question
section changed to:
The following were clearly communicated:
Grading scale
Course attendance policy as applicable
Course participation
Assignment requirements

wording changed to: Modeling skills that I was
expected to learn in this course
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faculty's expertise, but the wording of this
question implies that they are.
Q3 What is meant by including materials from a
diverse perspective? From diverse social groups
or diverse theoretical perspectives? This is
unclear
Q4 wording Read literally, the first question in
this section asks "Diversity is addressed in this
course through: course reading and/or materials.
Strongly agree... Strongly Disagree." reading
should be plural. This is written in a passive voice,
which is not typical given that this instrument is
supposed to be assessing faculty. As written, it
sounds like my course texts addressed diversity,
but don't we want to know how well faculty
addressed diversity?
Q4 This question is written in present tense, but
all of the others are written in past tense. Given
that this survey is conducted at the end of the
semester, this probably should be in the past
tense.

unclear. removed.

question reworked.

agree. changed all to past tense.

Q6 & Q7. My skills and/or knowledge have
We have 5 stem/leaf questions; 2 solo questions;
improved as a result of this course. Using a matrix and 2 open-ended questions
response layout (like all of the other questions
do), but then only asks a single question. They
should both be converted into a standard
multiple-choice format.
Diversity is a loaded term that means lots of
different things to different people. This
instrument needs to be worded in a way that
minimizes the possible number of interpretations
of what it is asking. We should unpack what we
mean by diversity here and be specific.
Q4. Diversity is addressed in this course through:
This wording of this question is unclear. Diversity
in what?
course objectives. Q1 stem assumes that the
students are aware of what the course objectives
were. Our students have probably never heard
this phrase before. To maximize measurement
validity we should formulate all of our questions
in ways that conform to our students'
perspectives and words the questions in their
language, not ours.
Q2 What about the course goals or students'
learning outcomes? There is nothing on here
about whether the syllabus communicates what
students are expected to learn from the course.

Positive learning environment is the goal and how
the question is now framed.

wording changed to be open ended
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Q7 Do students know what a student learning
outcome is? Again faculty/administrative
language.
"application of skills" in Q1 is too vague. Our
20,000 students might have 20,000
interpretations of what that means in the context
of this question. We need to word things so that
almost everyone would read the question in the
same way.
What is a task in Q1? Q1 What about exams?
questions that are missing important options e.g.,
Q1 inquires about “quizzes”, but not
"tests/exams" for some reasons, despite
including both “assignments” and “tasks”
Questions that will yield misleading responses
e.g., Q7—in addition to being double-barreled, it
asks students how “appropriate” the amount of
time spent studying for the course was. It is a
virtual certainty that large majorities of students
would consider the mandated study time to be
“inappropriate”. Such a question could actually
punish faculty for rigor.
Major issues with response layout for a discrete
visual analog scale. By reverse coding the items
so that higher scores indicate lower levels of
agreement and placing “Does Not Apply” at the
highest point on the form, you create a situation
where any student who checks “Does Not Apply”
for any item will actually massively drag down an
instructor’s mean on that item.
We have seen in the past that far too many
administrators at Georgia Southern insist on
relying on means, even when the items in a scale
have different response scales and I seriously
doubt that those generating the SRI results are
going to take the time to remove “DNA” answers
before computing means for each item.
This is going to be a nightmare for faculty, chairs,
and major review committees to deal with and it
is entirely preventable with a better-designed
form.
Faculty that spoke out or wrote to me want the
old survey questions back.
They are listed below as an easy reference.
Compared to other courses of similar credit
value:
Q1 How much effort did you put into learning the
material covered in this course?

see above. wording changed.

reworded

wording changed to: The amount of time I spent
studying for this course was beneficial to my
learning.

SCALE
Strongly agree (4)
agree (3)
disagree (2)
strongly disagree (1)
not applicable NA with no numeric score assigned

This Committee is working toward that goal.

Here is the Proposed SRI survey:
SCALE
strongly agree (4) agree (3) disagree (2)
strongly disagree (1)
not applicable NA
The following were clearly communicated:
Q1. Course grading scale
Q2. Course attendance policy (as applicable)
Q3. Course participation expectations
Q4. Course assignment requirements
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Q2 How much did you learn in this course?
Q3 To what degree were you intellectually
challenged in this course?
Q4 How often did you seek outside help with this
course?
Q5 How difficult was this course?
Q6 How was the workload of this course?
Q7 What was your level of interest in the subject
matter before taking this course?
Q8 What was your level of interest in this subject
matter after taking this course?
Q9 Is this a required course for you?
Q10 Is this course in your major?
Q11 What grade do you expect in this course?
Q12 Important points were stressed in this
course:
Q13 The course material was well organized:
Q14 The presentation of the course material was
clear:
Q15 The class stayed focused on course
objectives:
Q16 The graded activities reflected course
content:
Q17 The expectations of this class were clearly
communicated in the course syllabus:
Q18 - What aspects of this course contributed
most to your learning? Please be as specific as
possible_________________________________
________________________________________
Q19 - In what ways can this course be improved
to enhance student learning?________________
________________________________________
Q20 The instructor was available to students:
Q21 The instructor was helpful to students:

Overall, the instructor did well in the following:
Q5. Encouraged students to ask questions
Q6. Offered suggestions for experiencing,
learning, or studying the materials
Q7. Modeled skills that I was expected to learn in
this course
Q8. Used a variety of teaching methods
Q9. Provided timely feedback
Q10. Gave appropriate guidance
Q11. Displayed willingness to meet outside of
class for further instruction
The instructor established a positive learning
environment in the course by:
Q12. Responding positively to cultural and
language differences among students
Q13. Including materials from diverse
perspectives
Q14. My knowledge has improved because of this
course.
Q15. The amount of time I spent studying for this
course was beneficial to my learning.
Q16. What aspects of this course contributed
most to your learning? Please be as specific as
possible (examples may include but are not
limited to reading materials, lectures, papers,
demonstrations, online activities, independent or
group work, quizzes, exams, etc.).
________________________________________
______________________________________
________________________________________
______________________________________
Q17 How can this course be improved to enhance
student learning? And why? (examples may
include but are not limited to reading materials,
lectures, papers, demonstrations, online
activities, independent or group work, quizzes,
exams, etc.).
________________________________________
______________________________________
________________________________________
______________________________________
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Q22 The instructor was enthusiastic about the
content (or material) in this course:
Q23 The instructor was prepared for this course:
Q24 The instructor encouraged class
participation, discussion, or questions:

STUDENT INSTRUCTIONS: (email) The list below contains surveys that are assigned to you to

be completed. Your confidential and anonymous constructive comments are often very
insightful and are reviewed by the instructor, department heads and deans. Please take
a few minutes to participate in this process.

Student Rating of Instruction
proposed SURVEY 2022-February
SCALE
strongly agree (4)

agree (3)

disagree (2)

strongly disagree (1)

not applicable NA

The following were clearly communicated:
Q1. Course grading scale
Q2. Course attendance policy (as applicable)
Q3. Course participation expectations
Q4. Course assignment requirements

Overall, the instructor did well in the following:
Q5. Encouraged students to ask questions
Q6. Offered suggestions for experiencing, learning, or studying the materials
Q7. Modeled skills that I was expected to learn in this course
Q8. Used a variety of teaching methods
Q9. Provided timely feedback
Q10. Gave appropriate guidance
Q11. Displayed willingness to meet outside of class for further instruction

The instructor established a positive learning environment in the course by:
Q12. Responding positively to cultural and language differences among students
Q13. Including materials from diverse perspectives

Q14. My knowledge has improved because of this course.

Q15. The amount of time I spent studying for this course was beneficial to my learning.

Q16. What aspects of this course contributed most to your learning? Please be as specific as
possible (examples may include but are not limited to reading materials, lectures, papers,
demonstrations, online activities, independent or group work, quizzes, exams, etc.).
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Q17 How can this course be improved to enhance student learning? And why? (examples may
include but are not limited to reading materials, lectures, papers, demonstrations, online
activities, independent or group work, quizzes, exams, etc.).
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

2/22/22 SSH

Senate Executive Committee Request Form
SEC via campus mail: PO Box 8033-1

E-Mail: fsoffice@georgiasouthern.edu

Standard View

Close

Discussion Item Request Print View
SHORT TITLE

(Please provide a short descriptive title that would be suitable for inclusion in the
Senate Agenda.)
Process for Reporting Budget Investments

SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION:
(Please state the nature of your request as concisely as possible.)
In the interest of improving the transparency of the budget planning documents posted in
my.georgiasouthern.edu, what format and process would faculty find most useful for getting
information about faculty line redirections and budgetary decisions related to hiring?
RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or
administrative area.)
University budget planning documents provided by upper administration provide general
information about budget planning and investments. However, recent RFIs in the senate have
asked for more detailed information about decisions to redirect faculty lines that are not
specified in these documents. For example, university budget documents for FY 22 include an
“Investment Summary” listing 5 academic lines (Nursing, Science & Math, Biology, and Writing
& Linguistics) totaling $472,250. Were these new faculty lines or redirected from other units?
If they were redirected, from where were they redirected? The document also contains an item
listed as “Inclusive Excellence” with an investment of $125,000. What is included in this item?
How can faculty remain informed about impacts of annual budget decisions? How can
university administration assist faculty in this endeavor, while enhancing recent improvements
in promoting a transparent, open annual budget process?
If you have an attachment, press the button below to attach to form and send.
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file
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Discussion Item Request Print View
SHORT TITLE

(Please provide a short descriptive title that would be suitable for inclusion in the
Senate Agenda.)
Issues Related to Faculty Service

SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION:
(Please state the nature of your request as concisely as possible.)
It is becoming ever more difficult to properly staff committees at the University level. The
problem appears to be primarily due to declining importance placed on service in the faculty
review process. It has come to our attention that Deans and Chairs are recommending faculty
engage in fewer service commitments and shift their focus more towards teaching and
research particularly in light of the new changes to the faculty review processes. In the past it
was common to discourage engagement in heavy service activities by pre-tenured faculty
members but given the changes to the post-tenure review process, faculty at all levels are
either self-redirecting their service efforts or are being advised they should do so by their
chairs.
RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or
administrative area.)
With Senate elections in full swing, we are finding that many committee positions within
colleges have no nominations. Additionally, there are no nominations for President-Elect,
Librarian, or Secretary. The Senate currently has 301 faculty positions including Senators,
Alternates, and elected standing committee positions. Of these, each year 137 positions roll
over and must be filled with new faculty members. (See the attached schedules for details).
This does not include any department, college, or other university-wide service commitments.
We are calling for discussion to explore ideas for addressing this issue going forward.
If you have an attachment, press the button below to attach to form and send.
07 02 DI on Service.pdf
419.82 KB
07 03 DI on Service.pdf
391.17 KB
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This DI was called for by the SEC in its meeting on March 4, 2022. The analysis attached was
performed after the meeting in furtherance of the SEC's intentions with respect to this item.
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Faculty Senate Service Needs
Senators
Senate Alternates
Total Senate
Standing Committees
Academic Standards Committee
Faculty Development Committee
Faculty Research Committee
Faculty Service Committee
Faculty Welfare Committee
General Education and Core Curriculum Committee
Graduate Committee
Libraries Committee
Planning, Budget & Facilities Committee
Senate Elections Committee
Senate Executive Committee
Student Success Committee
Undergraduate Committee
Inclusive Excellence Committee

Ad Hoc Committees
SRI Review
Bylaws Review
Faculty Reviews

Minimum
71
18

Maximum
71
63

89

134

Appointed

Elected

Current
71
50
121
Alternates

9
1
1
1
9
9
9
1
1
1
0
1
9
9

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

61

126

54

126

54

18
18

18

13
5
19
37

187
Total All Committees

367

New positions to fill each year (based on current numbers):
1/3 of senators
All alternates
1/2 of elected committee members
Total

24
50
63
137

NOTES:
1 Appointed committee positions are filled by current senators or alternates (with few exceptions).
2 Elected senators serve three-year terms, so 1/3 of positions turn over each year.
3 Alternates are elected to one-year terms, so all positions must be elected annually.
4 Elected committee members serve two year terms, so 50% of positions turn over each year.

Senate Committee Service Summary
Senators
Senators serving on at least 1 committee
Senators serving on no committees
Senators serving on 2 or more committees
Senate Alternates
Alternates serving on at least 1 committee
Alternates serving on no committees
Alternates serving on 2 or more committees

42
29
12

27
23
8

Non-Senate Faculty Members
Non Senators or Alternates serving on committees
NonSenators or Alternates serving on 2 or more committees

122
17

Total faculty members serving on Senate Committees
Faculty members serving on 2 or more Senate Committees

191
37

Senate Executive Committee Request Form
SEC via campus mail: PO Box 8033-1

E-Mail: fsoffice@georgiasouthern.edu

Standard View

Close

Motion Request
3/4/2022

SHORT TITLE:
(Please provide a short descriptive title that would be suitable for inclusion in the
Senate Agenda.)
Final Faculty Senate Bylaws revisions to articles IV and V

MOTION(s):
(Please write out your motion in the exact form/wording on which you want the
Senate to vote.)
The SEC moves that articles IV and V of the Bylaws governing the Faculty Senate be amended
and updated with the proposed changes.

RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why the motion should be considered by the Faculty Senate,
remembering that the Senate does not deal with issues limited to individual colleges or
administrative units. Include pertinent data and source references for information
and/or language.)
The articles as previously amended were discussed in the SEC to address inconsistencies with
the university statutes and to expand the charge to the Budget, Planning, and Facilities
Committee.
If you have an attachment, press the button below to attach to form.
09 02 Articles IV and V Side by Side.pdf
131.53 KB
09 03 Articles IV and V as amended.pdf
168.41 KB
Click here to attach a file
Click here to attach a file
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Changes to the Faculty Senate Bylaws were discussed in the SEC meeting of March 4, 2022. A
shared document was created within the SEC and members were asked to contribute any
inconsistencies found between the bylaws and university statutes. Those recommendations are
included in these brief amendments.
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Proposed Amendments to Faculty Senate Bylaws
Once these changes are passed by the faculty senate and approved by the University President they must be presented to the corps of
instruction for final approval as stated in the University Statutes (Article V. Section 12). It is the recommendation of the SEC that this be done
electronically. Based on the Bylaws as presented in the Georgia Southern Faculty Handbook 2020-2021.
2020-2021 Georgia Southern Faculty Handbook https://academics.georgiasouthern.edu/faculty-handbooks/ Section 324 Faculty Senate Bylaws
page 89 - 101 pdf version of the 2020-2021 Georgia Southern Faculty Handbook. (page #s may vary dependent on type of computer / system
used to pull up the pdf version)
Original Document (As Previously Amended)
ARTICLE IV - COMMITTEES

Proposed Changes

Comments

SECTION 1. The Faculty Senate shall discharge its
responsibilities through a system of standing and
ad hoc committees empowered by and
responsible to the Senate. Some of these
committees shall be designated as standing
committees which have a well-defined purpose
and whose functions continue from year to year.
Others shall be designated as ad hoc committees
created to address a particular issue or area of
interest. All members of the faculty of Georgia
Southern University are eligible for membership
on Senate committees. The Senate may seek
students to serve on committees where needed
or called for.

SECTION 1. The Faculty Senate shall discharge its
responsibilities through a system of standing and
ad hoc committees empowered by and
responsible to the Senate. Some of these
committees shall be designated as standing
committees which have a well-defined purpose
and whose functions continue from year to year.
Others shall be designated as ad hoc committees
created to address a particular issue or area of
interest. All 1full-time members of the faculty of
Georgia Southern University are eligible for
membership on Senate committees. The Senate
may seek students to serve on committees where
needed or called for.

1

SECTION 20. PLANNING, BUDGET, AND
FACILITIES COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Planning,
Budget, And Facilities Committee shall be as
follows:
1. make recommendations concerning
strategic planning, budgeting (including longrange planning and the annual budget prior

SECTION 20. PLANNING, BUDGET, AND
FACILITIES COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Planning,
Budget, And Facilities Committee shall be as
follows:
1. make recommendations concerning
strategic planning, budgeting (including longrange planning and the annual budget prior

1

To conform to the statutes.

To add additional charge.
To expand the charge for this committee to
address budget transparency.
2

to its submission to the Board of Regents);
and
2. make recommendations on planning,
development, and expansion of physical
facilities when such endeavors affect the
academic mission of the University.

ARTICLE V – RATIFICATION AND REVISION
SECTION 2. The president shall call a meeting
of the corps of instruction upon a petition of
10% of the members of the corps of
instruction to consider proposed revisions to
these Bylaws or to reverse, rescind, or modify
revisions approved by the Faculty Senate.

to its submission to the Board of Regents);
1
and
2. make recommendations on planning,
development, and expansion of physical
facilities when such endeavors affect the
academic mission of the University; 2and
3. gather and disseminate budget-related
information as requested to enhance
transparency.
SECTION 2. The president shall call a meeting
of the corps of instruction upon a petition of
10% of the members of the corps of
instruction to consider proposed revisions to
these Bylaws or to reverse, rescind, or modify
revisions approved by the Faculty Senate. 1for
approval of proposed amendments to these
Bylaws.

1

To conform to the requirements in the
statutes. The corps of instruction may
petition to reverse, rescind, or modify
decisions taken by the Faculty Senate but this
does not apply to amendments to the bylaws.

ARTICLES IV-V
SECTION 1. The Faculty Senate shall discharge its responsibilities through a system of standing
and ad hoc committees empowered by and responsible to the Senate. Some of these
committees shall be designated as standing committees which have a well-defined purpose and
whose functions continue from year to year. Others shall be designated as ad hoc committees
created to address a particular issue or area of interest. All full-time members of the faculty of
Georgia Southern University are eligible for membership on Senate committees. The Senate
may seek students to serve on committees where needed or called for.
SECTION 2. The Elections Committee shall be chaired by the Senate librarian. All other standing
committees are chaired by a voting member elected by the voting members of the committee
for a renewable one-year term. Ad-hoc committee chairs shall be appointed by the Senate
Executive Committee.
SECTION 3. Chairs of all standing committees will be elected at the final meeting of the
committee in the spring semester. Chairs are not excluded from voting on committee motions
and in the case of a tie vote, committee motions will not pass. The Chairs (or designated
coordinators in the case of some committees) shall
a. circulate the meeting minutes to the committee allowing the members 5 working days
toapprove those minutes.
b. provide the Senate librarian with reports of each committee meeting within 10 working
daysof such meetings for inclusion in the Librarian’s Report.
c. submit, within 10 working days, to the Senate Executive Committee a prioritized list of
actionable items to be included as agenda items for consideration by the Senate. Actionable
items are defined as those items which affect the academic policies of the University.
SECTION 4. The Senate Executive Committee shall appoint senators or senate alternates to
committees based on unit at the first SEC meeting of the year. These SEC appointments shall
normally be for a two-year term, even if the appointed representatives have less than two years
left in the term of their senate service. If members complete their term of service to the senate
during their membership on a standing committee, the representatives shall complete any
remaining period of service on the standing committee to ensure continuity and support
managed turnover on committees. Consecutive terms are allowed. Members taking academic,
family or medical leave must step down from standing committees. They will be replaced by
the SEC, unless unit rules precede. A senator elected by a unit to serve on a standing committee
may not also serve as the appointed senator to that committee.
SECTION 5. Non-Senate faculty members of standing committees shall be elected by the units.
Vacancies of elected positions on committees that occur following the regular election period
are to be filled for the remainder of the term using procedures internally devised by the units.
Alternates for curriculum committees are elected through individual college elections and
should act as a voting member of those committees only in the absence of the elected college
representative.

SECTION 6. Elected Membership on standing committees shall normally be for a two-year term,
with the exception of the Academic Standards Committee, for which the term of service is 3
years. The terms of office are staggered to ensure no more than 50 percent turnover in any
given year. No faculty member may be elected to more than two consecutive terms on a
standing committee. Members taking academic, family or medical leave must step down from
standing committees, while away, to ensure consistent representation of their college.
Members will be replaced according to each unit’s procedures.
SECTION 7. Ad hoc committees shall have a specific charge concerning their activities and shall
be dissolved with a formal action by the Senate upon accomplishing their purpose.
SECTION 8. All committees are empowered and encouraged to invite for counsel and advice
from other members of the university community as appropriate.
STANDING COMMITTEES
Preamble: Each standing committee will review best practices for equity, inclusivity, and
representation within their charge.
SECTION 9. UNDERGRADUATE COMMITTEE.
a. The responsibilities of the Undergraduate Committee shall be as follows:
1. recommend to the Faculty Senate policy and procedures concerning undergraduate
programs and curricula; review and approve all changes in undergraduate courses, major
and minor programs, emphases, concentrations, and degrees; and maintain continuous
review of all undergraduate academic programs;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Undergraduate Committee shall be composed of senators or
senate alternates representing each unit, one per unit, appointed by the Senate Executive
Committee and one elected faculty member per unit representing each college and the libraries
and two elected faculty alternates per unit. An alternate for a unit may substitute for the
elected faculty member of that unit or the Senate Executive Committee appointee of that unit
at meetings. Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost and vice president for
academic affairs, or their delegate, the Student Government Association president or Student
Government Association vice president of academic affairs, and a representative from the Office
of Institutional Assessment and Accreditation.
SECTION 10. THE GRADUATE COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Graduate Committee shall be as follows:
1. recommend policy and procedures concerning graduate programs and curricula and
maintain continuous review of such programs; review and approve all changes to
graduate courses, graduate programs, and degrees; review and approve policies for
the appointment and retention of faculty members to the graduate faculty;

2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Graduate Committee shall be composed of senators or senate
alternates representing each unit, one per unit, appointed by the Senate Executive Committee
and one elected faculty member per unit representing each college and the libraries and two
elected faculty alternates per unit. An alternate for a unit may substitute for the elected faculty
member of that unit or the Senate Executive Committee appointee of that unit at meetings.
Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost and vice president for academic
affairs, or their delegate, the Dean of the Jack N. Averitt College of Graduate Studies, a
representative from the Office of Institutional Assessment and Accreditation and a graduate
student elected by the Graduate Student Organization. Senate and faculty representatives must
be members of the graduate faculty.

SECTION 11. ACADEMIC STANDARDS COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Academic Standards Committee shall be as follows:
1. review and recommend policy and procedures concerning academic standards as they
affect the overall academic integrity of the University; recommend policy and
procedures and act upon appeals concerning admissions, academic suspension and
academic exclusion, special admission and readmission, and provisional and
probationary procedures;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Academic Standards Committee shall be composed of senators or
alternates representing each unit, one per unit, appointed by the Senate Executive Committee
and faculty members elected by and representing each college and the libraries, one per unit.
Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost and vice president for academic
affairs, or their delegate, the vice president for student affairs, or their delegate, and the vice
president for enrollment management, or their his/her delegate.
SECTION 12. GENERAL EDUCATION & CORE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the General Education & Core Curriculum Committee shall be as
follows:
1. recommend to the Faculty Senate policy and procedures concerning general education
and core curriculum; propose, coordinate, and document the University’s general
education and core curriculum outcomes, i.e., those the faculty expect to be achieved by
all of the University’s undergraduate students, regardless of their degree program;
coordinate with the Undergraduate Committee and staff agencies, as required, to
identify the courses and other student experiences intended to achieve general
education and core curriculum outcomes; plan, facilitate, and report the assessment of
general education and core curriculum outcomes; recommend and monitor
improvements, based on the results of general education and core curriculum
assessment;

2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the General Education & Core Curriculum Committee shall be
composed of senators or senate alternates representing each unit, one per unit, appointed by
the Senate Executive Committee and faculty members elected by and representing each
academic college and the libraries, one per unit. Non-voting membership shall be composed of
the provost and vice president for academic affairs, or their delegate; the associate vice
president for institutional assessment and accreditation, or their delegate; the vice president for
enrollment management, or their delegate; an advisor or advising coordinator designated by
the Provost’s Office, and the Student Government Association president or Student
Government Association vice president of academic affairs.
SECTION 13. ELECTIONS COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Elections Committee shall be as follows:
1. coordinate the election of faculty to the Senate according to the procedures set forth
by each academic unit; coordinate any other Senate elections as directed by the Senate
Executive Committee; work with the President’s Office to coordinate elections to
university committees with Faculty Senate elections. Monitor elections to university
committees, including the Faculty Grievance Committee when requested by the
president; conduct apportionment calculations annually in January using the full-time
faculty count available from the provost. The committee will report their findings to the
Senate Executive Committee, which will notify the election committees of the individual
units regarding those findings and how many seats they have open for election;
Supervise the completion of elections and report senate election results to the Senate
Executive Committee by April 1 of each year;
2.
address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. The committee shall be chaired by the Senate librarian. Voting membership of the Elections
Committee shall be composed of one senator appointed by the Senate Executive Committee
and faculty members elected by and representing each unit, one per unit. Non-voting
membership shall be composed of the secretary of the Senate.
SECTION 14. FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Faculty Development Committee shall be as follows:
1. recommend policy and procedures covering all aspects of the University’s support of
faculty development; review and evaluate proposals for faculty development funding
and allocate funds budgeted for that purpose; and review and evaluate nominations for
awards and prizes in the area of faculty development
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Faculty Development Committee shall be composed of one
senatorappointed by the Senate Executive Committee and faculty members elected by and
representing each unit one per unit. Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost
and vice president for academic affairs, or their delegate.

SECTION 15. FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Faculty Research Committee shall be as follows:
1. recommend policy and procedures covering all aspects of the University’s support of
faculty research and creative projects; review and evaluate proposals for faculty
research funding and allocate funds budgeted for that purpose; review and evaluate
nominations for awards and prizes in the area of faculty research;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Faculty Research Committee shall be composed of one senator
appointed by the Senate Executive Committee and faculty members elected by and
representing each unit, one per unit. Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost
and vice president for academic affairs, or their delegate.
SECTION 16. FACULTY SERVICE COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Faculty Service Committee shall be as follows:
1. recommend policy and procedures covering all aspects of the University’s support of
faculty service; review and evaluate proposals for faculty service funding and allocate
funds budgeted for that purpose;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Faculty Service Committee shall be composed of one senator
appointed by the Senate Executive Committee and faculty members elected by and
representing each unit, one per unit. Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost
and vice president for academic affairs, or their delegate.
SECTION 17. FACULTY WELFARE COMMITTEE
a.The responsibilities of the Faculty Welfare Committee shall be as follows:
1. conduct an on-going study of campus, University System of Georgia, state and national
policies affecting faculty benefits and working conditions; solicit suggestions and
concerns related to faculty welfare from individual faculty members and groups of
faculty; monitor existing evaluation procedures, instruments, validity, collections and
distribution of data;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Faculty Welfare Committee shall be composed of senators or
alternates representing each college and the libraries appointed in light of apportionment by
the Senate Executive Committee and faculty members representing each unit , one per unit.
Non-voting membership shall be composed of the provost and vice president for academic
affairs, or their delegate.
SECTION 18. LIBRARIES COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Libraries Committee shall be as follows:

1. review and recommend policy for the libraries, including public services and the
allocation of departmental funds;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee.
b. Voting membership of the Libraries Committee shall be composed of one senator appointed
by the Senate Executive Committee elected by and representing each unit, one per unit.
Non-voting membership shall be composed of the university librarian, or their delegate, one
undergraduate student and one graduate student, chosen in an appropriate manner by the
Student Government Association and the Graduate Student Organization, respectively.
SECTION 19. STUDENT SUCCESS COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Student Success Committee shall be as follows:
1. evaluate recruitment, admission and retention goals; review current and proposed
policies related to recruitment, admission, and retention; identify resource needs to
increase and expand recruitment, admission, retention, and graduation;
2. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee;
b. Voting membership shall be composed of one senator appointed by the Senate Executive
Committee and faculty members elected by and representing each unit, one per unit.
Non-voting membership shall be composed of the vice president for student affairs, or their
delegate, the vice president for enrollment management, or their delegate, and the dean of
students, or their delegate.
SECTION 20. PLANNING, BUDGET, AND FACILITIES COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Planning, Budget, And Facilities Committee shall be as follows:
1. make recommendations concerning strategic planning, budgeting (including long-range
planning and the annual budget prior to its submission to the Board of Regents);
2. make recommendations on planning, development, and expansion of physical facilities
whensuch endeavors affect the academic mission of the University; and
3. gather and disseminate budget-related information as requested to enhance
transparency.
b.Voting membership shall be composed of one senator appointed by the Senate Executive
Committee and faculty members elected by and representing each unit, one per unit. Nonvoting membership shall be composed of the provost and vice president for academic
affairs, or their delegate; the vice president for student affairs, or their delegate; the vice
president for enrollment management, or their delegate, and the vice president for business
and finance, or their delegate.
SECTION 21. INCLUSIVE EXCELLENCE COMMITTEE
a. The responsibilities of the Inclusive Excellence Committee shall be as follows:
1. collaborate with other standing committees to develop, review and recommend
changes to the IE Action Plan, as needed;
2. seek input and coordinate the implementation of the IE Action Plan with with other
standing committees and IE college level committees across campus, as needed;
3. review and recommend policy and procedures concerning Inclusive Excellence;

4. address other specific questions in this area that may be requested by the Senate
Executive Committee
b. Voting membership of the Inclusive Excellence Committee shall be composed of senators
oralternates representing each unit, one per unit, appointed by the Senate Executive
Committeeand faculty members elected by and representing each unit, one per unit. Nonvoting membership shall be composed of the Associate Vice President, Inclusive Excellence
and ChiefDiversity Officer or their delegate.
AD HOC COMMITTEES
SECTION 22. Any member of the faculty may request that the Faculty Senate establish an ad hoc
committee by completing the following requirements:
a. submit a request in writing to the Senate Executive Committee stating specifically the
problem, issue, and/or area of concern. The request must demonstrate that the issue is one of
general concern for the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or
administrative area;
b. outline the desired result from the committee activity (e.g., a report, revision of the Statutes,
a new or revised administrative approach in a particular area). Requesting increased budgetary
support in one or more areas at the expense of others is not a suitable purpose; and
c. recommend (optional) the names of eligible persons who are interested or have special
expertise in the identified area. Faculty senators and non-senators and other members of the
university community are eligible to serve on ad hoc committees. Recommendations shall be
considered, but final determination of the membership of a committee shall be made by the
Senate Executive Committee.
SECTION 23. The Senate Executive Committee shall decide whether to establish ad hoc
committees. All requests to establish such a committee shall be answered in writing and shall be
provided to the Faculty Senate with a statement from the Senate Executive Committee
indicating approval or disapproval and the rationale for the decision
SECTION 24. If the request to establish an ad hoc committee is approved, the Senate Executive
Committee shall appoint members to the committee including a senator as committee chair.
The Senate Executive Committee shall also prepare a specific charge for the committee and
specify a requested due date.
SECTION 25. The faculty member requesting the formation of an ad hoc committee for which
the request is denied may appeal to the full Faculty Senate as a regular agenda item.
SECTION 26. Ad hoc committees shall have the following reporting responsibilities: a. provide
an interim report to the Senate Executive Committee in writing at least once each semester;
and b. present a final report in writing to the Senate Executive Committee by the requested due
date. The report shall be submitted as a regular agenda item at a meeting of the Faculty Senate
by the ad hoc committee chair.

ARTICLE V—RATIFICATION AND REVISION
SECTION 1. These Bylaws were approved by the Faculty Senate on March 23, 2022.
Subsequent revision must be included as an agenda item and shall require a two-thirds vote of
those present at a meeting of the Faculty Senate.
SECTION 2. The president shall call a meeting of the corps of instruction for proposed
amendments to these Bylaws.

